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PREFACE

EEW months before he was overtaken by his Jast illness, I
found myself 1n the company of the late Lord Balfour, and m
the course of a talk which went back over old times, he asked me mn
what respect, if any, after forty years of observation of public affairs,
my outlook had changed. I said, after a moment’s reflection, that
when I started out I thought of government as a comparatively simple
thing, requinng only that those who took part in 1t should have 2
faculty for public speaking and the kind of intellectual distinction
valued by umversities, but now I thought of it as the most difficult and
complicated of all the human arts.

Lord Balfour flattered me by replymg that I had expressed one of
his own chuef thoughts, and something that he said m the talk that
followed put mto my head the 1dea of reading again what had been
said about this art by sages and philosophers 1n past time, and secing
how 1t looked in the light of modern expertence. Such as 1t is, this
book 1s the result. It covers but a small part of the immense literature
of the subject 1t passes from pomt to pomt with only a glance at
the intervening spaces ; yet even so it trespasses on ground which is the
province of experts m archzology, hustory, philosophy, and theology,
and nsks rebuke from those who have made a Iife’s study of these
subjects. Its aim 15, however, the strictly practncal one of fetching
from the store-house of past wisdom those deposits which seem to
have special value and meaning for the world to-day.

If there 1s any conclusion to which this study tends, 1t is that govern-
ment is an art and not a science, an ait of a highly experimental kind,
probably in 1ts infancy and proceeding by trial and error to ends which
1t 1s impossible to foresee Belief m the exstence of a science from
which rules and principles may be deduced for the government of
mankind seems to me to be one of the most disastrous of the many
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PREFACE

political myths that have been current in recent years If there were
such a science, nothing would remamn for the rest of us but to discover
those who were versed 1 it and to place ourselves unrescrvedly in
their charge It would be no more sensible to debate with these
experts than for the passengers m a tram to argue with the engine-
driver or (to use Plato’s image) for the crew to usurp the functions of
the captan of the ship. It is precisely by appearning as experts who
have discovered the science of government that the Dictators 1n the
totalitarian  States have been enabled to exungwsh lberty and
democracy. It needs to be said by all who love hiberty that govern-
ment 1s not a science but an art 1 which the co-operation of a free
people 1s essential.

I have been asked more than once 1 the course of my work as a
journalist, “why be so persistent m pursumng the war of 1deas on paper,
when you object so strongly to the ideological war which would
fight them out on the battlefield > It is precsely because I believe
violence to be the worst way of either propagating or suppressing
ideas that I feel it to be the more urgent to do battle for them on
therr own ground of argument and reason. Russia, Germany and
lealy whose *1deologies ” are examined m this book, will find salva-
ton in their own way, and their neighbours will, I hope, never be
gulty of the folly of intervening 1n their domestic poliics.  But it is
a different matter when they proclaim their own doctrines as fallible
and decry all others as anniquated and inferior. Here, 1f only m self-
defence, we must take up their challenge, and they cannot complamn
if we speak with the same freedom about their mstitutions as they
speak about ours. In this great field of public debate, the pen is the
appropriate weapon and the battle will eventually be won or lost
“on paper,” whatever may be the next phase.

Among the many books to which I am indebted, I should Lke
specially to mention Professor James Breasted’s Dawn of Conscience ;
Professor Ernest Barker’s Political Thought of Plato and Anstotle ;
Dr. T. R. Glover’s From Pericles to Phulip ; Dr. Samuel Dill’s studies
of Roman Society at different periods ; Professor G. H. Sabme’s
History of Political Theory (m the American Polical Science series) ;
the recendy published Survey of European Civilisation, by Professor
Ferguson and Professor Bruun (of New York University); Mr.

vi



PREFACE

H. A. L. Fisher's History of Europe ; and Professor Trevelyan’s History
of England To these names, though nonc of my chapters touch hs
special subjects, I would add that of Dr Gilbert Murray, who has
been to me, as to so many thousands of others, a constant companion
m Greek studies

I have specially to thank Messrs. Charles Scribner for allowng me to
quote from Professor Breasted’s Dawn of Conscience, and the edtors
and publishers (Messrs Hememann) of the Loeb Classical Library for
permuitting me to make usc of their translanons. I was tempted at
first to make my own translations, but 1t 1s, I am sure, a great advantage
to the reader to be referred to a standard translation in which he may
see the passage quoted mn 1ts context and side by side with the onginal
text. Where there are no such references the translations are my own
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CHAPTER I

THE BEGINNINGS

I

TH_E carliest history of man presents itself as three skulls or bits

of skulls labelled respectively Pithecanthropus (Ape man or
Java man); Sinanthropus (Pekin man); Eoanthropus (Piltdown or
Sussex man). Recently a fourth has been discovered at Fawkham m
Kent which seems to be of approximately the same date, and may be
labelled ““ Kentish man.”

In the year 1936 the British Association appointed a committee for
the further examination of these remains, and the discovery of the
relationship, if any, between them. Pending the result of this inquiry,
all that can be said is that the earhiest seem to go back to the Pleistocene
period and may be a million years old ; and that while differing from
the skulls of the ape-tribe, all four also differ i important respects
from those of man as we know him to-day. They are a hunt of some-
thing that may be called human in the far backward of ume, but
what sort of life their owners lived and what qualities, 1f any, they had
in common with Homo sapiens is beyond guessing.

Between them and us are several 1ce ages recurring at intervals
during the subsequent 900,000 years, but it is not untl the third warm
interval—anything between 50,000 and 100,000 years ago—that we
come again upon the remams of any creature bearing the marks of
humanity. Now we are in the early Stone age, and Mousterian or
Neanderthal man, as he is called, the man of this period, has left his
tracks all over Europe, but especially in France and Spain. Bio-
logically he shows little advance on Piltdown man or Java man. His
jaw is sull chinless ; he has a projecting bony ridge over his eyes, and a
retreating forehead. But the remains found beside him show that
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THE GOVERNMENT OF MANKIND

he has some of the attributes of human kind. He 1s one of a
community living 1n caves, using fire and primiave stone tools, and
practismng some kind of disciplined hfe  He traps the great beasts,
mammothand woolly rhinoceros, which were then abundant in Europe,
drags their carcases to the mouth of his cave and there cuts them up.
He seems to have had some kind of religion and belief mn 2 future
existence, for he buries his dead most carefully near the hearth, so as
to keep them warm, and provides them with tools and joints of meat.
How he came to this relative degree of civilization, and with what
sets-back owing to the various ice periods can only be guessed, but
the highest point he reached seems to have been little above the level
of the lowest kind of savages known 1n modern times.

Then after a comparatively short interval, some 10,000 or 20,000
years, during which the ice seems to have receded and the climate of
Europe to have improved somewhat rapidly, we come upon our own
spectes, known generically as Cromagnon man who differs biologically
little 1f at all from modern man, as he is to-day. There are several
varieties of hum in Europe, of which the Predmostians of East and
Central Europe, the Aurignacians and Magdalenians in France and
Spam are the chief. All have tools of different kinds. They work
bone and ivory as well as flint ; they employ the bow and arrow and
the spear-thrower in their hunting ; they cover large tracts of country
in pursuit of the great herds of mammoth, remndeer, bison and wild
horse which mugrate from their summer pastures in Russia and
Siberia to winter grazing in Central Europe.

Man has now become an artist. Working by the hight of a little
burning fat on a slab of stone he paints pictures of the animals he
hunts and of himself with bow and arrow 1 pursuit—pictures which
the modern art critic hails as masterpieces. The vast hairy mam-
moth and the woolly rhinoceros, both long vanished from the scene,
come to life again at Jus touch. The bison and various kinds of deer
are seen in lively motion. He models 1n clay ; carves the figures of
ammals out of the hard rock and decorates the ivory handles of his
weapons with figures and formal patterns which mught belong to the
finest periods of later art. It 1s suspected that some of these pictures
had a magical significance, but that the artists took pleasure 1n doing
them for therr own sake can scarcely be doubted.
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2

By this time the climate of Europe had become what 1s called
temperate and progress quickened its pace. By degrees men came out
of their caves and bult themselves huts and houses of watde and
daub. The family was their umit and their tribes or communities
were groups of famulies. As they advanced they invented new tools,
and to the axe added chusels, knives, drlls, saws, and whetstones of
flint or other hard stone. They also bored a hole 1n the axe-head and
fitted 1t with a wooden handle. There are different stages in different
countries, but, speaking roughly, the period known as the neolithic
age covers the Norse settlement on the Dansh shore, the age of the
Druids in England and France, and that of the lake~-dwellers m Switzer-
land. The latter appear to have led the advance. Living m com-
mumndes and bemng comparatively safe from attack by men or beast
they had leisure to develop the arts. Their houses were well provided
with furmture and implements, wooden pitchers and spoons, dishes,
bowls, and jars of pottery made roughly without the wheel, but
serving as kettles in which to cook their food. Beginning with the
seeds of wild grasses which the women crushed between stones and
made into cakes, they went on to sow and reap barley, wheat, and
millet. The women learnt the art of spinning flax and provided
garments of woven stuff to replace the skin garments of the former
time. Goats, sheep, and cattle were domesticated and bred for food ;
the plough replaced the hoe, and n due ume the ox was harnessed
to1t. For long man stll conanued to hunt while women tended the
fields, but as the plough superseded the hoe, agriculture too became a
man’s job, and he settled down with Ius family to the life of the farmer.
Stmultaneously there grew up a class of nomads, shepherds, and cattle-
men, living a wandering life with their wives and familes, driving
sheep and cattle from pasture to pasture and not infrequently raiding
and harrying the settled farmers.

Men and women were now living a settled life, building towns
and developing some form of government. The stone tombs of this
age show the importance of the chieftan. The great stone circle of
Stonehenge and the stone avenues at Camac in Brittany suggest
rehigious and commumty festivals, with games and chariot races
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attended by large numbers. The kind of life indicated by these
remains continued in all probability for centuries with httle change.
Its greatest advance was probably through the mtroduction of the
wheel which was either invented independently in Europe or brought
by traders from the East.

The descriptions of the Druids given by Caesar and Strabo show the
system of government which had been evolved in these communities
in Gaul and Britam. The Druids were a non-hereditary class of
nobles who combined 1 themselves the functions of priests, teachers,
bards, soothsayers, guardians, and interpreters of the law. They
were a genuine anstocracy, and admission to their order, which carried
with it exemption from military service and taxanon, was only
obtamed after long and arduous tramming. Supreme authority was
in the hands of their president who was elected for life. They believed
in Gods and 1n the immortality of the soul ; they wrote in Greek
characters and their favourite studies were astrology, geography,
science, and natural theology. In Gaul and in Wales they offered
human sacrifices, but the victims were usually criminals. Druwdical
nites, in which the oak and the mistletoe played a leading part, appear
to have been among the many exotic cults which found a footing in
Rome in the early Empire. A rescript of Augustus forbids Roman
ctizens to practise them, and decrees of the Senate ordered their
suppression, though apparently without much effect.

All Northern Europe and all the lands called barbaric, i.e. all outside
the circle of Greco-Roman or Eastern civilisation, remained for most
practical purposes m the late Stone age until Rome came on the
scene. At the beginming of the Christian era Britons, Gauls, and
most of the Norse and German tribes were living 1n houses consisting
of wooden framework coated with clay ; and though bronze and
wron came 1n to supply weapons and ornaments, the ordinary tenor of
life differed hittle from what it had been for centuries, perhaps thousands
of years, previously. Tribal warfare, constant mgrations, as the
nomad populations pressed on the settled ; *big blond beasts
raiding up the rivers and even across the narrow seas in their primitive
ships ; murder, pillage, and enslavement of the conquered by the
conquerors—such was hfe m the greater part of Europe less than
2,000 years ago. History in this region consisted of deeds of violence
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perpetrated by mythical heroes and celebrated 1n sagas by bards or
passed on by oral tradition ; religion of black superstition and san-
gumary rites inspiring fear without consolation.

3

The authorities differ among themselves and all the dates are con-
jectural. But such m rough outline 1s the story of man before what
1s called the dawn of history. Palzontologists and archxologists
will no doubt gradually fill it 1n with more detail, but 1ts importance
is mamly that 1t provides the time-scale that 1s necessary for any
judgment of human progress. Briefly to sum up what seems to be
fairly well established, we look back over a nullion years, 1n 960,000
of which man (or his sub-human ancestors) lived 1 caves and sup-
ported life by hunting and trapping great beasts and cating such herbs
and grasses as he found by experiment to be good for food. Four
disungwshable ice ages came and went, compclling him to mugrate
as the chmate changed, but at the beginning of the last warm period
—the one in which we are now living—we find him scattered all over
Europe and living a life which we recogmze as that of the primitive
savage surviving stll in the Austrahan bush or the wilds of New
Gumea. Between ten and twenty thousand years later he reappears,
still living in caves, but now an accomplished artist and craftsman and
using bow and spear m his hunting. From this pomnt onwards he is
launched on the modern period—the 30,000 years out of the mullion
mn which he may be said to have progressed. He comes out of his
cave, lives mn substantial, even ornate, wooden houses, practises a
settled agniculture, groups his houses into willages and towns, shows
evidence of organization and leadership, takes measures for common
defence and attack.

But he exhausts what he can do with stone, wood, and clay or
with such primitive use of metals as has come withmn his knowledge,
and his civihzation comes to a standstill which all over Europe
outside the Mediterranean basin lasts into the Christian era. In the
meantime Eastern man has become adept i the use of metals and
made a new start somewhere between 10,000 and 5,000 B.c. We
pick him up in the Euphrates and Nile valleys about the year 4,000 5.c
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CHAPTER 11

EGYPT—THE FIRST STEP

I

NATURE may do nothing by leaps, but in one region of the

world we seem to pass at 2 bound from the wattle and daut
huts and hittle stockaded townshuips of neolithic man to fully developec
states and social organizations. This is the valley of the Nile, which
as a cradle of avilizaton, had unequalled advantages. It was ar
enclave surrounded on three sides by an impenetrable barrier of deser:
created by the gradual desiccation of North Africa.  The hunters whe
settled 1n it had to defend only the one narrow entry from the south
They had been saved from the rigours and vicissitudes of the 1ce-age:
which had checked the progress of European man and scattered hur
over wide spaces before the oncoming frost. The desiccation of the
surrounding country had concentrated the game in their corridor anc
made 1t a hunter’s paradise. So far as they practised agriculture, the
Nile flood gave the soil a miraculous fertihty with the minimum of
human labour. Ifn any part of the world life was easy and man ha¢
time to spare from the labour of supporting an animal existence, it
was on this favoured spot.

We have only faint tokens of how he advanced mnto the condition
in which we find him about the middle of the fourth millennium s.c.
He passed from stone to metals somewhere on the far side of 4000 B.C.,
and at the beginning of this millennium entered into the recognizable
state with a centrahzed government seated at Heliopolis, embracing
several million souls, which Professor Breasted has called the  First
Union.” This brought under one rule the httle kingshups scattered
about the Nile Delta. After a period of conflict with another group
in the valley to the south, this First Union was followed by a Second
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under King Menes, the first name in history—unless by this time Sir
Leonard Woolley has discovered an earlier in the Euphrates valley—
who became king of United Egypt in the year 3400 B.c. Progress
was now rapid and continuous, and 1n the subsequent centuries we
wimess the rise of the great society, with 1ts capital at Memphss,
which has left behind 1t the vast monuments and the sites of 1ts cities,
palaces, and country houses, which are seen to this day on the banks of
the Nile. Even more eloquent in some ways are the unspoult relics
of arts and crafts, unsurpassed of their kind, which survive from this
ume. As we look at the specimens of the jeweller’s art belonging to
the earliest dynasties 1n the Cairo Museum, they seem suddenly to have
reached perfection from nowhere, but behind them 1s evidently a long
story of infimte pamns and practice and the refinement of skill and
taste in centuries of which we have no record.

What is the charactenstic of this civilization ? It 1s through and
through theocratic  The State 1s protected by the Sun-god, the King
is descended from him, rejons hum and becomes Ius equal, 1f not Ius
superior, after death. The whole order of things 1s religious  Pyra-
mids, tombs, and temples bear their own witness, and in addition there
is the umque record of the pyramud texts, which hold their place as
the first written theology in the history of the world. It 1s an intricate
and difficult theology in which inconsistent 1deas are combined 1n
very uncertain balance, and the worship of the Sun-god Re is only
with great difficulty reconciled with the cult of Osiris.  The details
must be left to experts, but one feature is of supreme interest to the
student of mstitutions. This is the absorption of the entire State,
rulers and subjects alike, in the contemplation of death and the hfe
beyond 1t. To keep the King alive even though he dies a bodily
death 1s the concentrated effort of the whole commumty. To this
end a vast monument of imperishable stone must be raised over lus
embalmed body, and he must be provided with food, furniture, and
all else that will enable him to carry on hfe in a manner becoming to
hus state until a dimly imagined mystical development enables him*to
mount to the skies and take hus place in the divine hierarchy. In the
origmal thought the King alone seems to have had these privileges ;
for the vast majority of his subjects the future hfe was the dim grey
Limbo which appears later in Hebrew literature as Sheol. But by
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degrees the nobles jomed the king 1n the upward ascent, and for them
also m their various degrees provision for the after-life became impera-
uve. The whole of this ancient society was i this way dedicated to
death, and tomb-building became 1ts national industry and 1ts man
object in Iife.

2

From about 3000 to 2750 B.c each Pharach of the third and fourth
dynasties spent a large part of his available resources in erecting one or
other of the vast Sakkara pyramid tombs which are now seen on the
rim of the Sakkara desert or on the Nile bank at Gizeh a httle above
Carro. In his soaring self-assertiveness and his determination to out-
build death, the King not infrequently failed to complete lus own tomb
and handed 1t on to successors, who had to finish it as well as to build
their own. Arrears accumulated and more and more of the labour
and wealth of the living was absorbed in an exhausting effort to ensure
a continued existence for the dead.

Temples were associated with tombs, and with the temples were
endowed priests whose busmess it was to keep the tombs provided
with the provisions and amenities thought necessary to sustain the
dead m the afterworld, and to perform the ceremonies ordained on
anmversanes and festivals. 'Within the same group of buildings were
the King’s central offices, consisting of low, sun-baked-brick buld-
ings housing an army of clerks, who kept accounts 1 papyrus rolls
of the taxes paid m produce—gran, cattle, wine, honey, etc.—and
forwarded by the local officials from all over Egypt. Surrounding
the pyramids were the tombs of the Queens and the tombs of the
great nobles, and extending far southwards from the foot of thus
cemetery was the royal aity of Memphis, contaming the palace and 1ts
parks and gardens and the wvillas of the officials and nobles. The
sculptures on the walls of the tombs, the statues and the funerary
offerings, the models of boats, houses, granartes, and shops contained
in them, furnish a unique record of this ancient avilization and enable
us to realize 1t far more vividly than almost any that came after.

What was it ike ? It was a lnghly cultured and cxtremely agree-
able hife for the rich and noble. They hve m charming willas, sur-
rounded by walled gardens in which are shady avenues, pergolas and

8



EGYPT—THE FIRST STEP

pools of running water. The walls and cethngs of their rooms are
elaborately pamted ; their furmture, therr drinking vessels, their
knives, their spoons are the work of artists and craftsmen ; their
wives are adorned with exqussite jewellery. Grace and beauty
surround them ; they picture themselves as fatherly and kind, rejoic-
ing 1 their children, joiming 1n fesavals with the humbler people of
their estates The great nver brings everything to their doors, pro-
viding one straight, simple line of transport along the whole length of
the ““ elongated market-garden ™ which 1s their country. For them
are the pleasant things of this world, and such provision as may enable
them to share the immortality of the Pharaoh m the afterworld

What for the remaming multtude ?  They have the advantage of
some sort of justice, for the officials have to proceed by law, and
though the code has not survived, there is evidence that 1t treated
them, 1n theory at lecast, as equals But there 1s evadence of a large
number of slaves, and nearly all the common people seem to have
been subject to forced labour, if only during the period of high Nile,
when they could not be at work m the fields. It was believed i
later times that 100,000 men were engaged for twenty years in building
the Great Pyramud and the adjacent buildings. The King could
requisitton their labour for the building not only of his own tomb but
of those of his nobles. With a wave of lus hand he assigned the
revenues of towns and provinces to the tombs of his favourtes.
There are records which show the revenues of twelve towns appro-
priated m perpetuity for the tomb of one prince, and of eleven villages
and settlements for the tomb of one baron. Vast stores of food and
other offerings were daily brought to the tombs, making a waste so
flagrant and impovenshing that priests and nobles and even the
Pharaoh began surreptitiously to draw on them for the satisfaction of
their own necds and the relef of their friends. Before the twenty-
eighth century was out, the royal tombs had so mulaplied that their
mamtenance and adnunistratton had become impossible ; and even
the wealtluest nobles found 1t difficult to mamtain the tombs of their
ancestors. This decay of sepulchral prety may be attributed m par,
as Breasted attributes 1t, to a spirtuahsing of theology which assigned
less importance to the fate of the physical body, but 1t was also beyond
doubt the msancuve rejection of an intolerable burden. Let the
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dead bury their dead and let Egypt live seems m the closing centuri
of this period to have been the subconscious thought of the who
eople.
P Al: the archzologist unvetls the history of the thousand years of tk
Pyramid period we may find in 1t many of the features of Eurog
before the Protestant Reformation. The mass~priest 1s pre-figure
n the tomb and the temple priest, who battens on the piety and supes
stition of the people and gradually converts into saleable magic th
genuine and simple mysticism of the old faith. As subsequently 1
Europe, so in Egypt this is but a temporary shoring up of a decayin
structure, and 1n the last years we see a beggared and mendicant priest
hood driven from their comfortable quarters in the cloisters round th
temples and huddling together in hovels which finally share the rui
of the temples. Before the end of the period the sixty-mile rampai
of pyramids on the margin of the western desert had already becom
ancient monuments to the living Egyptians.
So ends the first phase of the hustory of civilized man.

3

Shall we dismiss 1t as a survival of barbarism from savage times ¢
interpret it as a necessary phase in the purification of religion and th
dev.]opment of organized government ? Professor Breasted, nearin
the end of his devoted labour in the cause of this anaient civilizatior
pleads eloquently for this interpretation and carries a sympatheti
reader far on the road with him. His book, The Dawn of Conscienc
from which I have already quoted, is indispensable to the student ¢
religious and moral origins. But the student of mstitutions will,
think, look at it from a slightly different angle.

The cult of death had a pragmatic value of great importance fo
this ancient society. It is no paradox to say that for the Egyptians ¢
this age death provided an object in Iife which bound them togethe
fas one commumty acknowledging a common purpose. We ma
fsurmise that m neolithic society ancestor-worship and tomb-rehigio
played their part in tribal unity, butin Egypt they are thenucleus aroun:
which a whole nation practising the relatively advanced arts of th
metal-worker bult up an organized life. The Pharaoh whose ambi
ton 1t was to provide himself with a tomb which should defy tim
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and throw all other human monuments mto the shade had to order
the Iife of his subjects accordingly. He could not employ 100,000
men for twenty years without laying elaborate plans for requisitioning
labour and supplies, assigning their different functions to builders and
craftsmen, arranging for transport and housing, building ships to
fetch matenal from overseas, sending expedinons into Africa and
Asia to fetch gold, silver, and precious stones or materzals for woven
fabrics. Under the pyramid-builders Egypt became a “ planned ”
State devoted to immense public works and public buildings.  If too
greatly prolonged the process might in the end be rumnous, but for
several centuries 1t gave a unique 1mpetus to engineering and building
and to the development of arts and crafts. The group of buildings
gathered about the Pyramuds of Gizeh, to our knowledge of which
archzology every year brings a new contribution, tells its own tale.
There was on this site somewhere about the year 2700 3.c. such an
aggregation of immense stone buildings, such an assemblage of the
combmed work of artists and craftsmen as mn all probabihity has never
been seen again in a sumilar space.

But Breasted is undoubtedly nght m seemg the purification of
religion and new 1deas of right and wrong emergmg m this period.
Out of 1ts cult of the dead there gradually arose the 1dea of a judgment
to come 1 which even the Pharaoh would need to be jusufied. In
the extraordinary document dating from the Furst Union, i e. about
the year 3400 B.C., which Breasted calls the “ Memphite Drama,”
we find the germs of a monotheism m which the Sun-god is the
ruling deity, combmed with a philosophical theory which anticipates
the neo-Platonic doctrme of the Logos. ““All things,” says the
priestly thinker, “came into being through that which the
mind thought and the tongue commanded.” It is almost the first
verse of the first chapter of the Fourth Gospel : “ In the beginning was
the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God.”
More important even than this early metaphysics, rebgion begms'for *
the first tume o, be.associated with good and bad conduct. “ Life is
given to the one bearing peace and death to the one bearing guilt.
He who bears peace does what 1s loved ; he who bears guilt does what
is hated.” The appeal as yet is not to an absolute right and wrong
but to the social judgment which approves one kind of action and dis-
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approves of another, mn fact to a public opinion forming ethical
judgments.

If we turn now to the wmscriptions on the tombs of the Pyramid
age we find that <his judgment 1s founded primanly on a man’s
behaviour mn his famuily. The departed noble claims that he was a
good son and a good brother (apparently taking for granted that he
was a good husband) : “I was one beloved of his father, praised of
his mother, whom his brothers and sisters loved.” But by degrees
these ideas spread out from lus famuly to embrace the neighbourhood
and finally the commumity. A baron of the twenty-seventh century
writes on his tomb :

I gave bread to all the hungry 1n my domamn ; I clothed hum who was naked
therem ; I filled its shores with large cattle and 1ts lowlands with small catde.
I satisfied the wolves of the mountain and the fowl of the sky with the flesh
of small cattle. . . . I never oppressed one mn possession of his property so
that he complamed of me because of 1t to the God of my city ; I spake and
told that which was good . . . I speak no le, for I was one beloved of his
father, pratsed of his mother, excellent mn character to his brother and amiable
to hus sister.

4

As the years go on, these moral mandates become binding on the
State officials and even on the Pharach. The just vizier is one who
never lets his judgment be warped by partiality for his famly and
friends. Subsequently viziers have cven to be warned agamst the
excesstve scrupulosity of a certain Kheti, who decided against his kin
without considering the ments of the case lest he should be suspected
of partiality. In the twenty-eighth century King Userkaf 1s described
as a “doer of Maat "—a word sigmfymng nghteousness and truth ;
and the same King’s vizier claims to have * done righteousness for
the King even unto the grave.”

This vizicr, the great Prahhotep, has left a series of maxims addressed
to hus son, which combine worldly wisdom with an almost Hebraic
fervour for nghteousness and nghteous government. I am permitted
to draw on Professor Breasted’s translation of this document :

Established is the man whose standard 1s righteousness, who walketh accord-
1ng to its way.
12
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Behold a worthy son whom the God gives renders more than his lord says
tohim. He does nghteousness : hus heart acts according to hus way.

A hearkener 1s one whom the God loves, one whom the God hates 15 one
who hearkensnot . The wise man rises carly to establish humself, but the
fool 1s 1 trouble  As for the fool who hearkens not, there 1s none who has
done anything for im  He regards wisdom as ignorance, and what 1s profit-
able as useless.

If thou art an admunstrator, be gracious when thou hearest the speech of the
petiwoner Do not assail him until he has swept out of hus belly what he ought
to say to thee. He who 15 suffering wrong desires that his heart be cheered to
accomplish that on account of which he has come. . . . It 1s an ornament of
the heart to hear kindly.

If thou art an admumistrator issuing ordmances for the mulutade, seek for
thee every excellent precedent, that the ordinance may endure wathout error
therein. Great 1s nghtcousness ; 1ts dispensation endures, nor has 1t been
overthrown since the time of 1ts maker , for pumishment is inflicted on the
transgression of 1ts law . . Although musforcune may carry away wealth,
the power of rightcousness 1s that 1t endures

Attamn character, make nighteousness to fourish and thy children shall live.

Precious to a man 1s the virtue of hus son, and good character 15 a thing
remembered,

If thou hast become great after thou wert little, and hast gamed possession
after thou wert formerly m want, be not unmindful of how 1t was with thee
before. Be not boastful of thy wealth, which has come to thee as a gift of the
God. Thou art not greater than another like thee to whom the same has
happened. . . . Beware of the days that may come after

If thou art a successful man establish thy house and take to thyself a wife as
the heart’s mustress . . Full her body, clothe her back.

Have no knowledge of the former low estate of thy Chuef . . . be respectful
towards him because of what he has achieved ; for substance cometh not of
wtself

Be silent (from untimely speech), for silence 1s better than teftef flowers.
Speak thou when thou knowest that thou solvest difficultzes. It 1s a craftsman
who speaks 1n council and speech 1s more difficult than any craft.

Be not proud because of thy learning. Take counsel with the unlearned
as with the learned, for the limut of a craft is not fixed and there 1s no craftsman
whose work 1s perfect ' Worthy speech 1s more hidden than greenstone, being
found even among slave women at the nullstone.

Let thy face be cheerful as long as thou livest . . . Follow thy desire as
long as thou livest. Do not more than 1s told thee  Shorten not the time of
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followng deswre. It 1s an abommation to encroach upon the time thereof.
Take no care daily beyond the mamntenance of thy house. When possessions
come, follow desire, for possessions are not complete when the owner is

harassed.1

Thus in the twenty-seventh century B.C. does this ancient Lord
Chesterfield mstruct his son, combinmng a mellow and tolerant worldly
wisdom wath an ethical fervour which will scarcely be found in his
eighteenth-century successor. The document is of the highest
importance in the history of morals, but 1ts relevance for my present
purpose is m the light that it throws on government at this remote
age. The writer 1s the chief official of the Pharaoh, and he assumes
that hus son too will be an official.  He is instructing him not only in
the art of living, but in the art of governing, and he bears witness that
nighteousness,- justice, discretion, modesty, and kindness are the
iqualities to be cultrvated by the ruler and official. * Established is the
man whose standard is righteousness and who walketh on the way.”
There is another side to the story, as we shall see presently, but the
appearance thus early of an mner wimess quabfying and correcting
the absolute claims of rulers to the submussion of subjects marks a
profoundly important stage in the lstory of what in later umes came
to be known as the “ social contract.”

1 Breasted, op. cit , pp. 129-32.
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CHAPTER 111

EGYPT—EMPIRE AND DOWNFALL
I

HE fall of the “Old Kingdom” about the year 2500 BcC.
brought the Pyramid period to an end.  Side by side wath the
wilizing process which had purified men’s thoughts, humanized
heir conduct, and given a moral content to their rehigion, an inner
ecay had been at work which seems gradually to have undermimed
nd broken up the central government. Weakened by the monstrous
sad which 1ts cult of the dead and the necessity of maintaining their
ombs had placed upon 1t and by the perversion and corruption of the
wollen priestly and official classes, 1t seems to have fallen an easy
rey to ambitious barons and nobles, who rejected its authority and
vere presently fighting among themselves for the succession. It had
1sted for a thousand years and done a umque work for the world, but
he impulse which carried 1t forward from barbarism appears to have
ieen exhausted for the time being, and the elements which had
oalesced in the Second Uniton fell back into a confusion of warring
mts.

Followed five hundred years in which we have only a few flashes
of light, such as the instructions to his son Merikere from a nameless
vise King in Heracleopolis ; the beautiful and haunting * song of the
arp-player,” with its anticipation of the “preacher” of the Old
Testament ; the grim lament of an Egyptian Job (“ Lo, my name 1s
bhorred ') ; the story of the *“ eloquent peasant ” and hus impassioned
ppeal for social justice ; the appearance of sages and prophets de-
iouncing the corruptions of the times and looking forward to the
ppearance of a Messianic King who shall do justice and restore the
ortunes of the country. There are astomshing resemblances in
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these fragments to the later Hebrew story, and they suggest the
existence m Egypt, as later 1n Palestine, of men with moral genius
and poetical insight keeping the soul alive in evil days. The King
in Heracleopolis glows with the same fervour as the sages of the old

kingdom.

“More acceptable,” he tells hus son, ““1s the virtue of the upright man than
the ox of him that doeth imquity. . . . Do nighteousness that thou mayest
be established on earth, comfort the mourner, afflict not the widow, deprive
not a man of the possession of his father, mjure not the nobles mn their posi-
tion. . . . Be not harsh, kindness 1s seemly. Establish thy monument in
the love of thee. Men shall thank God for thy reward, giving prasse for thy
kindness and praying for thy health

All the documents point to a period of confusion m which reflective
men were led to reason about the nature of government and the
evils that follow from its breakdown. The remarkable pamphlet
in which the sage Ipuwer appears as arraigning the times in the presence
of an unknown King tells the melancholy tale.

The laws of the judgment hall are cast forth, men walk upon them mn the
public places. . . . A man smutes hus brother of the same mother. What is
tobedone? . . . Bebold a man is slamn by the side of hus brother, while he
(the brother) forsakes him to save hus own limbs. . . . A man regards his
son as his enemy. . . . A man goes to the plough bearing his shield. 1

The frontiers are undefended and the land is laid waste by raiders from
the east. There is fighting within as well as raids from without.
“ Civil war,” says the sage, * pays no taxes. . . . What is a treasury
without its revenue.” Another sage, one Nefetrohu, speaks to his
own heart : “ Give heed, my heart, and weep for this land whence
thou art strung. Ruined 1s this land, while none 1s concerned for it,
none speaks and none sheds tears. How fares this land ?  The sun
is veiled and he shines not that the people may see. . . . The land
is diminished while its rulers are multiphed.” But this sage, unlike
the others, sees light breaking over the desolated land and launches
out into a rapturous hymn of praise to a commng Messiah, a man of

1 Breasted, op. cit., p. 194.
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humble birth, who 1s to repulse the Libyan and Asiatc invaders,
reunite the two Egypts, and bring peace and prosperity to the land.
“ Rughteousness shall return to 1ts place, unrightcousness shall be cast
out. Let him rejoice who shall sce 1t and who shall be serving the
King.”

This, though cast in the form of prophecy, 1s almost certainly
what moderns would call propaganda on behalf of Amenembhet,
the founder of the twelfth dynasty, who first began the restoration
which gave Egypt a sccond pertod of comparauve prosperity and
settled government. But Amcnemhet too was doomed to dis-
appomtment. His reign cnded in a conspiracy agamst his hfe, the
discovery of which wrung from lum the bitter reflecuons on the
conditions of kingship which he transnutted to s son :

He saith, while disunguishing righteousness

For his son,

Hearken to that which I say to thee,

That thou mayest be king of the land,

That thou mayest be ruler of the shores,

That thou mayest mcrease good.

Harden thyself agamst all subordinates.

The people give heed to lum who terrorizes them.
Approach them not alone,

Fill not thy heart with a brother,

Know not a friend,

Nor make for thyself intimates,

Wherein there 1s no end

When thou sleepest, guard for thyself thine own heart ;
For a man has not people

In the day of evil.

I gave to the beggar, I nourished the orphan ;

I admitted the msigmficant as well as lum who was of great account.
(But) he who ate my food made insurrection ;

He to whom I gave my hand aroused fear therem. 1

It 1s the doctrine of Machiavelli’s Prince dated somewhere about
2000 B.C.

2 1 Breasted, op. cit , p. 205.
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2

The restoration seems to have lasted about 200 years ; then decay
set in again and Egypt fell a prey to the nomad mvaders who estab-
lished themselves as the Hyksos dynasty (Shepherd Kings) and ruled
her for the next 200 years. Next came the line of patriot kings who
drove out the usurpers and established the new empire with its centre
at Thebes. These warning monarchs not only reumted Upper and
Lower Egypt, but extended their sway to the adjacent territores of
Africa and Asia and even to the Greek Islands, the coasts of Asia
Mmnor, and the highlands of the Upper Euphrates. They stamped
out feudal separatism and internal disaffection and turned the govern-
ment into a military despotism. They were ruthless men who
spared neither defeated enemies nor rebellious subjects. Immense
booty, armies of slaves, kings in chains graced or defaced their
triumphal return from their foreign wars. Amenophis II brought
seven captive kings to Thebes from his expedition to Syria (c. 14808.C.).
The kings he sacrificed to Amon, and hanged six bodies on the
walls ; the seventh he carried south to Napata and there exposed it
as a terror to the Ethiopians.

There was, nevertheless, one power to which even these con-
querors had to defer, that of the priestly caste which established itself
in the new capital of Thebes, as their predecessors had done in the
old capital of Memphis, and began once more to drain the resources
of the country. The tyranny of the tombs and of the mass priests
who gathered about them and worked on that extraordinary obsession
with death which haunts Egyptian history is written as clearly on the
records of this new age as on those of the Pyramid age. The traveller
who visits Luxor, the modemn town on the site of the ancient Thebes,
crosses the river to a vast city of the dead, with an inexhaustible series
of rock tombs in which kings and nobles lie buried and the wealth of
the country was sealed up generation after generation for the benefit
of rascally priests or sacrilegious plunderers. Nearby on the hither
side of the river is the colossal Temple of Karnak, even in its ruins
putting in a clam to have been the greatest shrine ever erected by
human hands to deities known or unknown. Tombs and temples
bear their own witmess to the wealth of plunder and human capital
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in slave labour which the kings of this period brought back from their

wars and poured out upon these amazing monuments.

But suddenly breaking the hne of these kings there appears the
great religious zealot and reformer, Ikhnaton, protesting against the
perversion by the priests of Thebes of the worship of the old sun~god
Aton, and its corruption in the cult of the local deity, whom they
named Amon. There followed a struggle to the death between
King and priests. The King, thinking 1t impossible to purify the
priest-ridden city of Thebes, turned Ius back on 1t and founded a new
capital at Amarna to be * the seat of truth and righteousness.” He
was followed by a party of nobles, who built their homes there, and
for the next fifteen years he and his supporters worked with feverish
energy to make it the permanent centre of religion and government
in the country.

Ikhnaton is the first great monotheist and, as such, a figure of
supreme importance 1 the history of religion. His sun-god is no
local deity, but “ the father and the mother of all that he has made.”
In the great hymns which are inscribed on the tombs of Amarna
we have, as Breasted says, a glimpse of a2 new world of thought in
which the King and his associates “ discern God i the llimitable
sweep of his power—God no longer of the Nile Valley only, but of
all men and of all the world.” That passages from these hymns
passed into the Hebrew psalms seems highly probable ; the thought
of both is often the same, the words are astonishingly similar. They
reveal the unspoken thoughts which were strrng in the Eastern
world and are to this day its mystical background. 1Itis to be observed
that through 1t all Ikhnaton holds to the traditional idea of a special
relation between the King and the God. The sunbeams enfold lum
and only hum and his Queen and the royal children on the surviving
monuments. He prays “ May my eyes be satisfied daily with behold-
ing him, when he dawns in this house of Aton and fills it with his
own self by his beams, beauteous in love, and lays them upon me in
satisfying life for ever and ever.” Religion is punfied, but the divine
attributes of kingship remain as before.
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3

In the Egypt of the fourteenth century B.c., these 1deas were before
their time.  Ikhnaton was not only the mystic of the gentle face and
dreaming eyes of lus portraits; he was also a fanatcal zealot
and iconoclast. He sought to sweep away at a stroke traditions,
customs, and superstitions which had grown up over centuries. He
banished Osiris, forbade his name to be mentioned, shut and desecrated
his temples, cut the name of Amon from all inscriptions, waged
ruthless war upon priests,! exorcisers, and all the vested interests which
had battened on the old religion. But he could not stamp them out
in the twenty years of his reign. His opponents remained festering
and groaning at Thebes, working on the mulutude, which the depar-
ture of the King and the Puritamism of the punfied religion had
deprived of their music and their festvals and innumerable lictle
diversions and consolations in a hard and drab life  There is no passage
in ancient history which would be more enhightening than the story
of the counter-reformation which followed on the death or downfall
of Ikhnaton, whichever it was, and the short reign of hus son-m-law
and successor, Tutenkhamen. Unfortunately 1t 1s lost to us. The
foundations of Amarna, that “lonely outpost of idealism,” reman
to show the extraordinary cnergy of the reformer during hs short
life, and the ambitious scope of his plan, but all that we know of
the sequel 1s that hus successor came back or was brought back to
Thebes and there re-established the old rehgion. His tomb in the
ancient resting-place of the Kings, with 1ts piled-up treasures from
the palace and the offerings, as they seem to be, of his mourning
subjects, suggest that he had won their affecnon m hus sull shorter
reign, but how he came by lus death and whether he was more than
a puppet n the hands of the priests 1s unknown to us.

The copnter-reformation was as ruthless as the reformation.  After
twenty years Thebes was remstated, the new capital destroyed and
deserted, the worship of Amon restored as the orthodox religion, that
of Aton denounced as heresy and treason, and all traces of 1t removed

1 It 1s tempting to compare Ikhnaton’s farlure to bamsh the images of
Amon with that of Leo the Isaurian to enforce his edicts agamst images m
Italy and his excommunication by the Pope AD 731
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from monuments and nscriptions. Tutenkhamen 1s represented as
claiming that he had restored nghteousness and expelled mquity.
Nevertheless, though the old gods returned and monotheism fell
mto the background, Ikhnaton’s movement had profound and lasting
results on the religious hife of the country.  The extraordinary treatise
called the “ Wisdom of Amencmope,” belonging to the tenth century
B.C, glows with a scnse of the consciousness of God as the ruling factor
in all ife and behaviour The humble votve tablets found 1n the
Theban tombs of the same period point to a simple personal prety
among the Egyptian masses which persisted in spite of the official
priestcraft.  But the general judgment appears to have been that the
pursuit of religious and cthical ideals was too expensive for the rulers
of a great empire. Events, mndeed, had played mto the hands of
Ikhnaton’s enemues, for while he lay dreaming at Amama and his
opponents and supporters were fightng about the true faith, the
Hittites had made large 1nroads into Egypt’s Asiatic empure, and 1t
could plausibly be said that the outraged God Amon was showing lus
displeasure.

4

In a tomb of the eighteenth dynasty (about 1300 B.c.) We have a
List of the duties of the vizicr, or chief official of the Pharaoh, which
cnables us to reconstruct the methods of the central government at
this period. Egypt is concerved as the estate of the Pharaoh and the
vizier 1s lns chief steward. The vizier is Cluef Justice, Chief of the
Police, Minster for War, Secretary of the Interior, and Secretary of
Agriculture. The only check upon him seems to be that he has to
make a daily report to the Chuef Treasurer, who requires to know
that all 1s well with the great royal estate. But he himself also reports
daily to the Pharaoh, taking precedence of the Chief Treasurer.
(“ He shall go m to Pharaoh before the Chief Treasurer; he shall
wait at the northern flagstaff. . . . Then the vizier shall come, pro-
ceeding from the gate of the grear double fagade.”) He works
through an army of officials, mayors and sheiks, all of whom have
definite duties assigned to them. The local officials make periodic
reports and come to Thebes and pay 1 the dues in gold or mn kind
they have collected 1n their districts. Everything is recorded and
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checked. There are precise directions for the hearing of petitions and
the conduct of trials, both civil and criminal. The vizier is described
as

Chuef of the six courts of justice, a mouth giving satisfaction m the whole
land . . . judging justly, not showmg partiality, sending two men forth
satisfied, judging the weak and the powerful, not bringing sorrow to the one
who petitioned him ; satisfying the heart of the King before the Two Lands,

prince before the people, companion approaching the sovereign, favourite of
him who is 1n the palace.

The inscription above his portrait describes him as

going forth over the land every mornmg to do the daily favours, to hear the
matters of the people, the petitions of the South and the North ; not preferring

the great above the humble, rewarding the oppressed, bringing the eval to him
who commutted 1t.

Agam and again, as in the Pyramid age, the stress is on the vizier being
a “ good hearkener.”

The description of the vizier’s duties in this inscription is ewdently
based on law, and we know from other sources that there was a
codified law, though none of it has survived. There was also, and
even in the earhest times, something corresponding to our common
law based on decisions of viziers and judges, for the greatest importance
is attached to the faithful keeping and guarding of the records of the
courts.! It is part of the duties of the vizier to enter the judgments
of the criminal court in the “criminal docket.” Wherever we
examine the record scrupulous regard for method and order is an
unfailing characteristic. To the pessimist of the feudal age there is
no more horrifying sign of the demoralization of the time than that the
records of the judgment hall are scattered, and that men are walking
upon them and the poor breaking them open in the mudst of the
streets.

5

The restoration of the god Amon was finally accomplished by a
soldier, one Harmahib, who had the good sense to keep extortionate

1 Records of Ancient Egypt, 11, p. 276.
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priests and officials 1n their place while he brought order into the chaos
that now ruled at Thebes. The way was now clear for the great hne
of war-like kings, Seti, Rameses I, and Rameses I, who marched
through Palestine and defeated the Hittites, and restored the glories
of the Empire of Libya and Nubia. Flaunting of power, terrorism,
self-assertion, grandiosity were now the charactenstics of the Egyptian
monarchy. We see it all in the great Temple of Abu Simbel, on the
Upper Nile, where something like 2 cathedral with nave and side
aisles, 180 feet long, 61 feet broad, and so feet high, has been scooped
out of the sohd rock for the glonfication of Rameses II. We look
in vain for any trace of spiritual religion here ; 1t is all grossly barbaric
and intimidating. Rameses is everywhere ; the great seated Colossi
which flank the door are all portraits of hum ; he stands thirty feet
high against each of the pillars that support the roof ; he appears
agamn and agam 1n the series of sculptured pictures that depict his
wars with the Hittites ; we see im doing heroic deeds in all postures—
shooting arrows m his chariots, standing haughuly over prostrate
captives, smiting his enemies with a club, hacking at them with a
curved sword. He is god and man alternately, and Rameses the
man makes offerings to Rameses the god. The whole company of
heaven—Amon, Mat, Re, Herakte, Astarte—is depicted on these
walls, and Rameses 1s famuiliarly at home with all of them. Heis a
god among the gods and they are all mn league with lum. Any
Nubian mvader tempted to try his fortunes m Egypt would have
looked up from the river to see the frowning Colosst keeping guard
over the doors of this temple, and if he had gone within would have
learnt of the terrible prowess and ruthless character of the great
sovereign who ruled over all Egypt and had made footstools of hus
enemies north, south, east, and west.

History repeated itself in the subsequent reigns. Under Rameses IIT
the priests recovered their power and once more the wealth of the
country flowed mto tombs and temples, to the impoverishment of
the multitude, which retahated with strikes and plots that were ruth-
lessly suppressed. But at this point the mterest of Egypt for the
student of msututions rapidly evaporates There is nothing for him
to learn from the grandiose monuments of military sovereigns. As
time goes on we see them i conflict with all the other fighting
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monarchs, Ethiopian, Assyrian, Persian, now gomg under, now making
an astonshing recovery, but finally helpless before Persian, Greek,
and Roman conquerois. Egypt mn the tune of Herodotus, who visited
it about 440 B c., when 1t was being ruled by the Persian Artaxerxes,
15 stll charming, nteresting, curious, the dehight of the traveller who
1s fortunate enough to be able to visit 1t, but 1ts power has gone and
its religion, with 1ts quamnt worship of cats, birds, and crocodiles and
the strange tales of 1ts priests, has become a playground for antiquaries.
It makes mteresung and romantic appearances 1n the history of other
peoples ; it has 1ts Greek period, 1ts Roman period, 1ts Arab period ;
its great ciry, Alexandria, holds a central place in the history of
philosophy, theology, and science, and kept the lamp of culture
alight when 1t was burning low 1 Europe. But as the foreign
mfluences increase 1t loses its specific Egyptian quality and becomes
deeply mvolved in world ustory.

Looking back over the immense period m which they maintamed
ther rule and made 1t acceptable to their subjects, we must, I think,
credit the Egyptian ruling classes with exceptional ability and good
will.  Therr rule 1n 1ts best days had 1n 1t 2 meraful vemn of kindness
and humamty which 1s lacking 1n most ancient records. In the
mstructions of its viziers we may perceive the dawn of the 1dea that
all men, even the slave and the serf, had equal nghts before the judg-
ment seat, whether m this world or the next. Friendhness and for-
bearance, live and let live appear to have played a large part in the daily
lives of these people, and the pictures they have left us m sculpture
and fresco of their happmess in their homes and their love of children,
their pleasure in their gardens and the hfe of nature, have sull an indes-
cribable charm and freshness. Many years were to pass before the
ideas of social justice which germunated in the Egyptian feudal age,
and were alive for many centunies later n Egypt, were to reappear
agam in hustory.



CHAPTER IV
THE MESOPOTAMIAN CIVILIZATIONS

I

HE West Asian civilizations of the Tigris-Euphrates Valley ran

a parallel course with the Egyptian from about 4000 to 1000 B.C.

It may be convenient at this point to mark the chief milestones in their
lustory, so far as that can be ascertained.

The details are changing all the time as the spade of the digger brings
fresh evidence to hght, but the general outlne 1s fairly clear. For
three thousand years this great, fertile region was the seat of a succes-
sion of kingdoms and empures, wiich make a breathless catalogue when
we recite their names and imagine them passing 1n procession across
the map of history. In reality they were spread over centuries of
probably unchanging life. The Sumerians ruled i Ur for at least
500 years, a community of free, land-holding citizens, working their
land wath slaves and trading with caravans or with small boats up and
down the river. They seem to have been governed m the beginning
by officials and priests, from whom there presently emerged rulers
who controlled the irmgation on which all depended and gained
importance as leaders 1n the wars with the small city-kingdoms that
grew up about them. Then, about 2700 B c., the Semutic nomads
known as Akkadians began to press m on them under their leader
Sargon, and having conquered their city-kingdoms ruled for three
centuries as Kings of Sumer and Akkad.

These new-comers adopted and absorbed the Sumerian aviliza-
tion, with its arts and crafts—especially the arts of writing and account-
keeping—wluch they found essential in dealing with the more
advanced people whom they had conquered. Followed the Semitic
Amorites, who founded Babylon (about 2100 B ¢.) and under Ham-
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murabi ruled over the whole region and introduced the reign of law.
Babylon remamed all-powerful for between 700 and 800 years and
achieved great commercial prosperity, developing a system of
banking, orgamzing posts and transports, and providing systematically
for the education of children, whom it would need m the future as
clerks and officials. By this time the tiny city of Assur in the north-
west had produced an ambitious race who were passing west towards
the Mediterranean. In this region they were held up for a long period
by a combmation of Aramsans, Pheenicians, and Hebrews. These
they gradually crushed under Sargon II, whose son Sennacherib made
himself master of Babylonia, destroyed the ancient city of Babylon
(745 B.c.), and founded a new capital at Nineveh. In the next twenty-
five years Sennacherib’s son and grandson conquered Egypt (680
B.C.) and established the greatest empire the world had seen up to that
time. After another hundred years this empire too began to crumble,
and eventually went down before another incursion of hardy moun-
taineers from the north~east, men of the Indo-European race, Medes
and Persians, probably part of the great Aryan migranon and the
forerunners of what we now regard as European civihzanon. By this
time the rule of Nineveh had been successfully challenged by the
Chaldeans and Medes, who had conquered Babylonia and under
Nebuchadnezzar rebumlt Babylon and restored its splendours (604
B.C.). This was the biblical monarch who destroyed Jerusalem and
took Judah into captvity, as n the previous century the Assyrians
had taken Isracl. But compared with their predecessors both Nineveh
and the restored Chaldean Babylon were short-lived, and both sur-
rendered to the Persians (539 B.C.).

2

There is a friendly controversy between the Egyptologists and
Assyriologists as to the priority of the civilizations they are respectively
bringing to hght. Were the Sumerians, whose remains Sir Leonard
Woolley has unearthed at Ur of the Chaldees, or the Egyptians first
m the field, or did both draw on a sull earlier people who possibly
started on the race 1n the region between the Euphrates and the Indus ?
The rapidity and novelty of the discoveries of the last few years warn

, the non-expert against trespassing on this ground. Anything he may
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say or accept on the present evidence is liable to be superseded by some
later discovery before the ink is dry on hus pen.

But the priorities are immaterial to the study of institutions. The
interest from that point of view lies 1n the appearance of certain ideas
of the nature of government, whether simultaneously or successively,
in both regions m the earliest times. In Ur, as in Memphis, religion
1s supreme. The State is under the protection of the gods or the pre-
vathing god ; the King is descended from the gods and has a special
felicity preparing for him n the after-world. “ Then came the
Flood, and after the Flood kingship again descended from the gods,” !
says the Sumerian chronicler. In Ur, as n Memphis, we draw a large
part of our evidence from the tombs of the Kings. Sir Leonard
Woolley argues very persuasively that those extraordinary sepulchral
chambers in which scores of the corpses of gentlemen and ladies of
the court and of soldiers and horses have been found beside the coffins
of king and queen are not, as might be supposed, evidence of the
practice of human sacrifice, but rather of a special privilege granted
to these favoured victims. “If the king was a god, he did not die
as men die, but was translated ; and it might therefore be not a
hardship but a privilege for those of s court to accompany their
master and continue in his service.” Possibly they met a pamless
death by drugs and narcotics.

When as many years have been spent on excavation in the valley
of the Euphrates as have been devoted to the Nile valley, it may be
possible to speak positively on this and other problems presented by
these discoveries. It may be observed i passing that the part played
by human beings 1 the royal tomb at Ur was played by statuettes
and figurines 1 Egyptian tombs of approximately the same date.
Whether or not human sacrifice was practised in pre-dynastic Egypt,
the substitution of symbols for living victims when we get to the
historic age is, I think, a point in favour of the Egyptians. For
most practical purposes the common life seems to have been very
much the same in both regions. Both depended on their rivers for
irrigation and transport ; both developed the art of writing, the
Sumenans by cuneiform inscriptions on clay tablets, the Egyptians

1 Woolley, Ur of the Chaldees, p.65.
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by picturc scripts which presently served the purpose of an alphabe
and being written on papyrus lent themselves more easily to licerar
form. Both had music and musical instruments and bards or cou
minstrels who made history i song. But as founders and originato
of written literature the Egyptians were undoubtedly far ahead of a
the primutive peoples. There 1s nothing 1n the Sumerian record s
far which 1s at all comparable to the fervent and eloquent mor.
maxims with their aspirations towards truth and justice which hasy
survived from the Pyramid age in Egypt.

3

Since the Egyptian code has not survived, prionty 1n the mstitutio
of law has generally been conceded to the code of laws promulgated b
Hammurabs, King of Babylon, some time between 2280 and 2100 B.¢
This 1s 2 combmation of civil and criminal law, providing penalt
for crime and laying down rules for the holding of landed and oth
property, and 1ts disposal at death ; for the conduct of commerc
the relations of merchant and agents, master and slave, the nights, dutie
and wages of different kinds of workmen, including gardeners an
cultivators. It deals with marmage, divorce, and the custody «
children, the penalties for adultery, the position of concubines an
maid-servants who have bomne children to their masters, and so ¢
through all the actuvities of hife, down to the hiring of boats and t}
building of houses.

It is not socualistic or communistic, for its mam concern s tl
guarding of private property, but 1t lays down rigid rules for tt
conduct of individuals. The soctety to whch it applies seems to 1
extremely methodical and greatly concerned with trading and mone;
making. It has careful rules for banking on deposit, for the recover
of debts, and for distraint on defaulters ; for the mamtenance «
irrigation, and the pumishment of those who neglect to strengthen
parts of the banks for which they are responsible or open their tunne
inadvisedly and cause their neighbours’ lands to be flooded. In 2
these respects 1t is almost modern, but behind is a latent savager
which suggests that to keep order by terrorism rather than by justic
is its main object. The penalties are death, maiming and branding
the lex talionis, an eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth, is the governir
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prnciple ; the penalty may fall upon the innocent, so long as the
prmciple 1s mamtamed. One law for the nch and another for the
poor 1s an openly avowed principle of ths code :

If 2 man has caused the loss of a gentleman’s eye, hus eye one shall cause to be
lost

If he has shattered a gentleman’s limb, one shall shatter his hmb

If he has caused a poor man to lose hus eye or shattered a poor man’s limb,
he shall pay one mina of silver.

If he has caused the loss of the eye of a gentleman’s servant or has shattered
the limb of a gentleman’s servant, he shall pay half Ius price.

If a man has made the tooth of 1 man that 1s lus equal to fall out, one shall
make hus tooth fall out.

If he has made the tooth of a poor man to fall out, he shall pay one-third of
a2 mina of silver.

Severe penalties attend the pracuce of the professions. The doctors
whose surgery in dealng with a severe wound has “ caused a gentle-
man to die ”’ or to lose lus eye shall have lus hands cut off. The judge
who alters a sealed sentence after 1t has been delivered shall pay twelve-
fold the penalty wlhich was in the sentence and be deprived of his
judgeship. If a builder has built a house and that house has fallen and
caused the death of the owner, that builder shall be put to death ;
and if he has caused the son of the owner to die, his son shall be put
to death. The boatman or pilot who undertakes to navigate a ship
and causes her to be lost or mjured has an unlimited habiliry for ship
and cargo. Reading this code we may wonder how life was carried
on at all in 2 community in which these fearful habilities attached to
every profession or calling.

No doubt it was mutigated in practice, but Professor Breasted 15
clearly justified in saying that the maxims of the Egyptian sages and
such mdications as we have of Egyptian law are on a higher plane of
justice and humanity than this Babyloman law. Hymns to the Sun-
god and the Moon-god have survived among the Babyloman records
which suggest that there were among the priests of the temples men
who were risimg to the conception of a universal god, judge of all the
earth, who frowned on mjustice and evil-domng and rewarded the

1 Johns, The Oldest Code of Laws, p 43.
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just judge. Some of these appear to have passed mto Hebrew litera-
ture, but there 1s little trace of the sentiments embodied in them in the
common life of the Babylonian peoples so far as 1t can be reconstructed
from monuments and inscriptions  They seem to have been a hard,
realistic, busmess-like people who did not let their ideals conflict
with their mterests.

4

I am looking among the records only for indications of the art of
government and 1ts development. Innumerable questions arise
about the comings and goings of the various races—Sumerians,
Akkadians, Amorites, Babylonians, Assyrians, Hittites—which chase
each other over the scene, about their wars with each other and with
the Egyptians ; about the hife of the sea-faring Pheenicians and the
development of trade under their lead ; about the coming of the
Aryans and its effect upon the other races ; and so forth. Much of it
is treacherous ground better avoided by the non-expert, who finds
that almost any statement by one authority is Liable to be challenged
by another, and indeed to be superseded by explorations which are
now for the first time being undertaken systematically under the super-
vision of universities and learned bodies. But no further discoveries
are likely to efface the impression left by monuments and records that
certain thoughts and 1deas were common in all the early civilizations.

These were few and simple. In the begmnning religion was
everything. The community was under the protection of its god or
gods ; the king, or chief, was a god or descended from the gods.
He was also chief priest and his ministers were priests. But there was
no necessary connection between religion and morals ; the king being
a god could do as he chose, and was answerable to no one else. His
prinapal duties were to defeat his enemies, to discipline his subjects,
to prevent them from rebelling, to see that certain mtes were per-
formed which propitiated the gods and ensured their good-will.
He governed by decrees which had the force of divine commands and
could not be disobeyed without impiety. These were the assumptions
of kingship all over the Eastern world in early times, and they were
judged by their results. The ruler who suffered defeat in war or was
overthrown by s rebellious subjects was ipso facto convicted of
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having lost the favour of the gods, and few or none gave him sympathy
or pity when he was slain or driven into exile.  So long as he remained
on his«hrone, the king could, quite literally, do no wrong. He alone
was the law-giver and all things were lawful which he deemed neces-
sary for his own honour and glory—an object assumed to be identical
with the welfare and mterests of his country. For his enemues to
attack him was arrogance, and for hus subjects to disobey him was

impiety.

5

Efforts have been made to deduce formulas for the nise and fall of
empires from the experience of these west-Astan kingdoms, but 1t
is 1mpossible to discover any rulng principle which can be said to
have decided their fate. Some are short-lived and others long-lived ;
the methods which suited the bronze age became inadequate when
iron was discovered ; the warrior on foot lost his ascendency when the
horse was brought down from the mountains and chariots were
invented. The siting of nvers, the desiccation of land areas, the
changing of trade routes through the activities of Phoenicians at sea
or of the ubiquitous cosmopolitan Aramean merchants on land, and
numerous other factors to which we have no clue may have pro-
foundly affected the destinies of empires whose prospenty and ability
to make war depended in large measure on the success of their trade.
As compared with the Egyptians, all these west-Asiatic peoples seem
to have been matter-of-fact and business-like, and their chief occupa-
tion in the years of peace to have been the spread of commerce and
the making of wealth. The organization of trade-routes and trans-
port, the use of silver by weight for measuring value, the development
of banking and credit were their chief contributions to civilization,
and in later days they developed the art of goveming provinces and
collecting taxes through officials, which made it possible for the aty-
state to become an empire. The Babylonian Empire could scarcely
have survived for so many centuries if it had not provided a tolerable
life for its citizens in the long periods of which we have no record,
but when we come to the last millennium B.c. the record is mamly of
warrior kings who waged ruthless and destructive war, destroying the
cities of the vanquished, ravaging their country and carrying into exile
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or slavery entire populations, including women and children, and
finally bringing upon their own countries the same ruin that they had
inflicted on others. Their sculptured monuments make boasting
claims to might, majesty, domion, and power ; the remains of
their enormous palaces and of the apparatus of luxury which they
provided for themselves and their favourites show their skill as
builders and craftsmen and their recklessness in spending what they
extorted from their subjects. But by the same token they ruined
their subjects and undermined their own virility. The pomp and
splendour of Nineveh and the corruption which went with it were the
precursors of its speedy downfall.

6

We look in vain for proof of the supposcd potency of blood and
race in the history of these centuries. The races were mextricably
mixed by the beginning of the Chnstian era, but the importation of
fresh blood by some new migrant population seems to have been a
condition of every new start. Those who lived too long to them-
selves passed through stagnation to decay. If there is any moral to
be drawn, 1t is that natons, instead of priding themselves on their
exclusiveness and the punty of their blood, should welcome and
absorb new-comers, who will otherwise invade and conquer them.
The Persians who succeeded to the Assyrian Empire had the good
sense to employ foreigners wherever they thought them useful—
even finally to the extent of using Greeks in their internal feuds—
and had no prejudice against adopting foreign customs which took
their fancy.

It is, no doubt, an exaggeration to say, as some wrters do, that
Cyrus the Great was the first to invent the method of governing an
empire by delegating the rule of its provinces to officials, for both the
Assyrians and the Egyptians had long practised that method, but in
certain very important respects he improved on their example. He
did not destroy the cities that he conquered, but took over their
government and guaranteed the hives and property of their inhabitants.
When he took Babylon, he not only did thus, but permutted the Jews
whom Nebuchadnezzar had carried into capuvity m that aty to
return to Palesune and rebuild Jerusalem and its Temple. So far as
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he could, he respected the local institutions and religion of the people
he had conquered, and even allowed their local governments to con-
tinue under Persian suzerainty. In Cilicia, for example, native kings
continued to reign from before the Persian conquest to the fall of the
empire. In Egypt the Persian rule was so mld that Danus was
counted among the benefactors of the country. By this wise clemency
the Persian kings were enabled to govern a great territory with a small
standing army and garrisons so distributed that they could be brought
to bear quickly on any centre of disaffection or disturbance. In all
these respects the Persian Empire anticipated some of the chief features
of the Roman. Its imperialism may almost be called liberal.

Xenophon, who makes Cyrus the subject of his didactic novel, the
Cyropedia must not be taken too literally when he idealizes his hero,
but the opinion of the ancient world generally confirms the view
that the Persian conqueror was the wisest and most enlightened of the
warrior chiefs who had yet appeared. It was, however, Darius who
pulled the empire together after the turbulent years of Cambyses
and did the chief part of the work of organizing what Cyrus had won.
There was both cunning and skill in hus arrangements. The satraps
to whom was entrusted the administration of the provinces had a
large nominal freedom of action, provided they performed their first
duty, which was to collect tribute and forward 1t to the King. But
associated with them and independent of them were a secretary and a
military officer and other officials who were known as “ the King’s
eyes” and “ the King’s ears,” whose business it was to keep their
royal master informed of what was going on in his empire. Aris-
tophanes in his Acharnians makes high fun of one of these persons,
who turns out to be an impostor, but they served a very serious purpose
in an empire in which the monarch was subject to every sort of intrigue
and walked in fear of his life in his own palace. Xerxes is said to have
been murdered by the men ' whom he had deputed to murder his own
son, the Prince Darius, and Plutarch records that * he suspected all the
chief men ; many he killed in anger, more from fear, for cowardice in
tyrannies is the most murderous thing.”

Despots and dictators seem to have been much alike in all ages.
With the modern purges in mind, we may hesitate to throw stones
at the ancient tyrants. “King’s eyes” and * King’s ears”’ may have
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been invented by the Persians, but they survived m many a modern
embassy, where the part was played by subordinate officials who
corresponded behind the backs of their chiefs with foreign secretaries
and even with Emperors before the great European war. The tyrant,
whether ancient or modern, must have secret information by which
he can check the activities of his officials, and he must be perpetually
on guard to break up any nucleus which might develop into a rival
power to himself. In this and other respects the Persians were
Oriental despots, but Herodotus and Xenophon bear witness to
many admirable qualies which distingusshed them from previous
conquerors. They were great gentlemen ; they taught their boys to
ride the horse, to shoot with the bow, and to speak the truth ; their
nobles had beauaful houses and parks, full of trees and wild animals ;
they were well-read and lively in talk. Their men were handsome
and their women beautiful ; they tried to do justice according to their
lights—witness the story of the judge whom Cambyses deposed and
whose skin covered the cushion on which his son and successor sat to
administer the law. Thanks to their prophet, Zoroaster, they had a
religion which approached the sun-worship of the Egyptians at its
purest and best. But their best period was short and after Darius their
rulers rapidly deteriorated. They overreached themselves and suffered a
disastrous blow to their prestige in their effort to conquer the Greeks,
and though the fall of the Athenian Empire at the hands of Sparta gave
them back something of what they had lost, they were on the down-
grade from this time. * It is not in their institutions,” said the Greek
orator, Isocrates, “ to make a great general or a good soldier—how
could a man be either who 1s better trained to slavery than our house-
servants 2’ Cyrus, Cambyses, or Darius might plausibly pose as
gods, require their subjects to prostrate themselves in their presence,
clam all power and all responsibility, live in unparalleled splendour
and multiply their wives and concubines, but when it came to Darius II,
Artixerxes II, and the other weaklings who succeeded them, the
barbaric ritual and the accompanying luxury and depravity hastened
their ruin. Persian luxury became a proverb with both Greeks and
Romans ; and that their Empire was crumbling from within, a prey
to the fierce mtrigues of queens, courtiers, and satraps, had become an
open sectet in its last years, It was Cyrus, Dr. Glover says acutely—
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the Cyrus of Xenophon’s Anabasi—who dealt the final blow to the
emprre of his fathers.

It was not that he intrigued or rebelled, but that he marched a body of
13,000 Greeks right into the heart of the kingdom and ignominiously defeated
the King in battle. Cyrus fell, but his Greek troops fought their way to the
sea and got back to Greece They brought with them 2 new knowledge of
what the Perstan Empire had become—and the knowledge was fatal. 1

1 T, R. Glover, From Pericles to Philip, p. 231.



CHAPTER V

THE IMPORTANCE OF THE JEWS

I

UNTIL quite recent times 1t was part of the tenets of orthodox

religion that the Jews were from the days of Abrahama ““ chosen
people,” who after various trials and vicissitudes, due largely to their
own sms and backshdings, were destined to enter into and possess
the promused land of Palestine. This n their later years was their
own behef about their own history, and it may be seen briefly stated
in the 78th Psalm. A somewhat different story is told by the higher
critics of the Old Testament and by the archzologist-historians of
recent nmes. According to these, the Jews were originally a nomad
Semitic tribe which, like most nomads in pnimitive times, threatened
the cities in the regions in which they moved, and under exceptionally
able and ruthless warrior chiefs raided and captured a good many of
these. They were not, according to this version, the superiors of
the Canaanites whom they displaced, but a rough and aggressive
people, with the manners of desert tribes, and it was from their sojourn
in Egypt and afterwards from the Canaanites that they learnt the art
of dwelling m cities and whatever other culture they acquired as a
settled people. Where they differed from other peoples was in a
passionate attachment to their tnbal god and their belief that he was
a “jealous god.” This gradually developed imnto the faith that he
was the one and only God, ruler of all the earth, who was just and
merciful as well as “ jealous.”

Important as they may be m the history of religion, these origins
have no great sigmificance for the student of insututions. The belief,
in which most of us were brought up, that the Jewssh state was marked
off from all others 1 being what 15 called a “ theocracy * can clearly
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not be sustamned, 1f by that 1s meant that the Jews alone believed them-
selves to be under the special protection of their God and associated
priests with rulers. It would be truer to say that m this respect they
merely conformed to the prevailing types of ancient governments,
in nearly all of which the king was a god or descended from gods and
a leading part in the administration was played by priests.

Nor, in view of the Egyptian records and the importance of the
idea of *“ Maat ” from the Pyramid age onwards, would 1t be true to
say that the Jews were first to associate religion with morality and to
regard justice and mercy as attributes of the ruler. The Egyptian
records give us glhimpses of piety and humanity which are on a lugher
plane than many phases of the much later Hebrew history. The
Jewish scriptures bear traces of Egyptian and Babylonian influences ;
Jewish cosmogony and Jewsh law drew freely on Babylonian sources.
The Jews were not a polinically gifted people ; they failed to keep their
tribes united 1n their httle country, and by their division mnto two
groups greatly complicated their intcrnal problems and weakened
therr resistance to their powerful neighbours. They suffered all the
troubles and anxieties of a htle pcople holding what their great
neighbours considered to be a key position, and were in perpetual
difficulties about the right policy to pursue under pressure from these
neighbours.

2

How then have they come to hold their unique place 1n the history
of religion and of law and nstitutions 2 The answer, broadly speaking,
is in virtue of their Bible, which for the first time presents us wath the
continuous history of a people and their religion and nstitutions. In
this book we can trace the life of this people from their beginnings as
a nomad folk living 1n tents, grazing their flocks and herds, ruled by
patriarchs, worshipping their tribal god, suffering captivity and slavery
at the hands of the Egyptians, wandering m the wilderness, learning
the art of war, conquering the land they coveted, expeling or sub-
jugating its original mhabitants and cstablishing themselves as a
fighting and trading Power, with which the surrounding great Powers
had to reckon. The documents, a blend of history and legend, which
tell this story, are so selected and edited as to be not merely a narrative
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of external events, buc the witness of an inward and spiritual process
whereby the tribal god becomes the God of all the earth with a special
concern for His chosen people, the Jews, whom He rewards if they
conform to His laws, and punshes if they fall away from them. There
is nothing like this Bible 1 the history of any other nation, and the
judgment of the world which regards 1t as the greatest contribution to
the advance of human morals before the Christian era stands secure.
We see the same vision intermittently in the records of other nations,
but only m the Jewish record do we see it as a flame which burns
steadily and continuously and will not be extinguished by any
calamity or any defection on the part of those who are appomnted to
guardit. 'The Jewish prophets of the one God have the same struggle
to make their worship prevail as the Egyptian Ikhnaton, and their
peoples were subject to the same relapses as the Egyptians from the
ascetic and puritan ideals of monotheism ; but whereas Ikhnaton’s
effort is a solitary incident in Egyptian history, in Jewish the corres-
ponding effort is the continuous theme of a movement which in
due time was to be the greatest religious influence m the world.

Under this influence the Jewish theocracy became a religious form
of government differing in essentials from anything resembling 1t in
the adjacent awvilizations. In the Jewish state the idenuification of
politics and religion is complete. Throughout the Old Testament
narrative, political error is constantly presented as a falling away from
Jehovah, and its consequences as His judgments upon a faithless people.
This is no vague and generalized belief; 1t is definitely asserted as
fact, and the prophets and sages who fill the part of political reformers
claim boldly to be the spokesmen of God. * Thus saith the Lord ”
1s their constant reframn, and it was so far believed that the kings and
the opposing parties very seldom ventured to lay hands on any of
them, exasperating though 1t may have been for them that these leaders
of opposition, as they would be called in modern times, should claim
to be divinely mspired. Though 1n all other respects the king was
an absolute monarch, the existence of prophets who appealed over his
head to the multitude and who might at any moment rise and denounce
him was a salutary check to his rule.
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3

This characteristic of Jewish prophecy 1s nowhere more evident
than in the prophecies of Isaiah. These are, in effect, eloquent
protests against the foreign policies first of Ahaz and eventually of
Hezekiah, Kings of Judah. Judah, at the moment when the prophet
appears on the scene, is called upon to take a political decision of the
highest importance. The Syrrans are attacking her on the east and it
is rumoured that the Northern Kingdom (Ephraim, or Israel) 15 in
league with Syria to invade Judah and destroy the House of David.
Already, 1t was said, a certain ““son of Tabeel ” had been chosen to
supplant Ahaz, whose * heart is moved and the heart of Ius people
as the trees of the wood are moved with the wind.” Filled with
panic, Ahaz throws himself on the protection of Assyra, and dis-
patches an embassy to that country laden with treasures of the palace
and the temple to announce that the King of Judah regards humself
as “ the servant and the son” of Tiglath-Pileser. Seeing hus chance
that monarch sets his army in motion, defeats the Synans, disperses
the anti-Judah coalition, captures Damascus, and, as a reward for these
services, receives the homage of Ahaz in that city. I have examined
this passage of Jewish history m another book, and may repeat here
what I wrote 1n that.l

To Isaiah the whole transaction was humiliating folly. In order to escape
the lesser danger of the Northern Confederacy Ahaz had thrown himself mto
the jaws of the devouning Assyrian and reduced his people to an ignommious
servitude, whereas he had only to stand firm and Tiglath-Pileser must 1 hus
own mterests have dealt with Pekah and Rezin and saved Judah without
exacting submussion or any other price for that service. Between the lines of
his prophecy we may trace a political thesis such as a modern statesman might
have developed from Ius place in Parhament 1n secular language. But to
Isaiah it 1s charged through and through with religious issues. Where the
modem statesman would 1mpute weakness and lack of patriotism, he finds a
betrayal of Jehovah by his chosen people. The defection 1s not merely the
surrender of the abject king ; 1t 15 also the chmax of the corruption, the evil
living, the oppression of the poor, which have brought judgment in their
wake.

1 Public Life, 11, pp. 147-8.
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All through this tremendous book we see politics and religion
blended 1n a chain of imperatives which are self-evident and compelling
to the prophet. Isaiah 1s not solitary among politicians or prophets
1n hus absolute conviction that he 1s right, but lus appeal to the inner
witness lends power and terror to his words. When his counsel 1s
rejected, he 1s unmoved and passes mto opposition—as 2 modern
politician might say—with a magmificent gesture of defiance and
contempt :

For the Lord spake thus to me with a strong hand, and instructed me that [
should not walk in the way of this people, saymng, Say ye not, A confederacy
to all them to whom this people shall say, A confederacy ; neither fear ye
their fear, nor be afraid  Sanctify the Lord of Hosts himself ; and let hum be
your fear, and let him be your dread. And he shall be for a sanctuary ; but
for a stone of stumbling and for a rock of offence to both houses of Israel, for
a gm and for a snare to the mhabitants of Jerusalem. . . . Bimnd up the
testtmony, seal the law among my disciples. And I will wait upon the Lord
that hudeth his face from the house of Jacob, and I wall look for him.

The same issue arose thirty years later when Merodach Baladan,
the Chaldean usurper, was seeking support from the western vassals
of Assynaand had sent an embassy to Hezekiah, who was 1.0w King of
Judah. Hezekiah wavers, but is inclined to join the Philistines m a
rally to Merodach Baladan, if he gets a promuse of support from
Egypt. At this point Isaiah (or a successor) breaks in again and says
to Hezckiah, as he said formerly to Ahaz, “Have none of these
alliances, confederacies, and foreign entanglements. Stand alone m
your strength and trust in Jehovah.” To this he adds a shrewd
worldly warmng not to assume that the power of Assyria is broken
because Sargon is dead.  Sennacherib may be worse than his father :

Rejoice not thou, whole Palestina, because the rod of him that smote thee
1s broken ; for out of the serpent’s root shall come forth a cockatrice, and his
frust shall be a fiery flymg serpent. Let then the answer to the ambassadors
from Nineveh be that the Lord hath founded Zion and the poor of His people
shall trust in it.

Thus Isaiah in his zeal for “ splendid isolation.” The Assyrian yoke

is bad, but to attempt to throw it off by an alliance with Egypt would

be worse. It is impossible not to feel some sympathy with Hezekiah
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in the very difficult choice he had to make. Ephraim had gone down
because she had supported Egypt against Assyria, but what will
happen to Judah if Merodach Baladan makes humnself master of Babylon
and she has refused to support him ? Between Egypt and Assyna
there is safety nowhere, and the prospect of maintaiming independence
without obtaining the support of one or the other and paying the
price for it may well have seemed remote to a practical statesman at
this period. On the other side was nothing but the sublime con-
fidence of the prophet in the help of Jehovah and his concern for his
chosen people. To go unarmed and in quietness and in confidence
to await the resule—this was his advice, the advice given 1n modern
times by the extreme pacifist.

Nevertheless the prophet prevailed. Hezekiah rejected all alhances,
gathered hus people within their fortress and awaited the result, which
in the Bible narrative more than justified Isaiah’s prediction and his
fath A sudden pestilence fell on the army of Sennacherib just at
the moment when 1t seemed about to sweep Judah out of existence
and the survivors fled 1 panic to their own country. It 1s surmised
that the part played by Hezekiah was not quite so passive as would
appear from this version of it. Military Istorians hold Sennacherib
to have been a blundering soldier who contributed to his own undoing.
It was nevertheless 2 tnumph for the prophet and confirmed the
belief of which he was the fervent apostle that statesmanship consisted
in discovering and doing the will of Jehovah.

Justification by results was by no means a necessary part of Hebrew
prophecy. To Isaiah in Jerusalem as to Amos and Hosea previously
in Samana, the Assyrians were the instruments of Jehovah’s wrath
and if they prevailed, as they had done, over Israel, and might again
over Judah, it was a just retnbution for sin and backshding. These
prophets were also social reformers and denouncers of oppression,
extortion, and ungodly living, and their chief weapon was the threat
of disaster at the hands of a foreign enemy 1f the wicked persisted in
their wickedness. “ What mean ye that ye beat my people to pieces
and grind the faces of the poor ? said the Lord God of hosts. . . .
Thy men shall fall by the sword and thy mughty 1n the war.” Hosea
was as fully justufied when Israel was destroyed as Isaiah when Sen-
nacherib’s army was smitten with pestilence. Nor was faith in
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Isaiah dimmed in the heart of any pious Jew when eventually Judah
suffered the same fate as Istacl and was carried captive into Babylonia
by Nebuchadnezzar. These prophets had the great advantage that,
whatever the event, they could not be wrong.

4

The Messianic idea which runs through Hebrew prophecy is not
original to it. It appears far back in the Egyptian feudal age in the
utterances of the sage Ipuwer and m the predictions of the priest
Neferrohu.! Both turn from the picture of corruption and desolation
that they see around them to the coming of a saviour-king who shall
cast out unrighteousness and restore the kingdom, at whose coming
*“ the people shall rejoice and he shall make his name for ever and
ever.” Jeremiah, indeed, seems to borrow the images and even the
words of the Egyptian Amenemope 1n his hikening of the man that
trusteth in Jehovah to a tree planted by the waters. But if 1n this
sense they stood, as Breasted puts it, on Egyptian shoulders, the
Hebrew prophets gave the idea exalted and mystical extensions far
beyond the thought of the Egyptians. Whatever exactly was in
their minds, whether they were thinking of a just king or a reign of
justice, it was the dawn of the belief in what moderns call progress.
By comparing the evil that was with the good that mght be, and
gwing their dream the setting of reality, they set men’s faces towards
the light and led them on to the thought that what might be must be.
The gloomiest prophet—even Jeremiah—was in this sense an optimist.
Not to believe, even in the darkest hour, that right would triumph
would for him have been unfaithfulness to the God who watched
over Israel and who neither slumbered nor slept.

The special contribution of Judaism to political thought is thar it
conceives of the whole nation in its national organization as the
religious unit and requires us to thimk not of the faith and obedience
of individuals but of the faith and obedience of a nation as expressed
in the functions of national hfe. Righteousness exalteth a nation.
This doctrine brings all public affairs to the test of an absolute right
and wrong and excludes all theories which make the State an object

1 See supra, p- 16.
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n 1tself, seeking its own glonfication or the expansion of its power.
Che State, 1 the Jewish theory, exsts for the service of God, and 1t is
ustly visited with His wrath if 1t refuses to do His will. It 1s 1 that
ense “ totalitarian ”’, but what 1t has in mind s a total dedication to
he service of God.

This thought has had great power and value in subsequent history,
nd 1t stands to-day m striking contrast with the 1dolatry of the State
s its own supreme object and self-justficanon which marks the
iuropean reaction in the twentieth century. But it 1s impossible to
leny that the Old Testament has often in the same history lent itself
o a cruel and gloomy fanaticism. The self-righteousness of the
Iebrew and his belief that lus God was a jealous God, who rejoiced 1n
he slaughter of 1dolatrous priests and required that hus enemies should
ve hewn 1 pieces, are reflected in the conduct of persecutors and
ealots in the story of most nations ; the sword of the Lord and of
5ideon has swung unmercifully in the religious wars of Christian
imes. Modemn critiasm distinguishes between the earlier and the
ater ideas of the Hebrews, but no such distinction could be drawn by
hose who believed in the verbal mspiration of the Scriptures—a
ong-lasting, politically calamitous belief from which the world only
rradually and painfully released itself.
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CHAPTER VI

THE COMING OF THE GREEKS

I

ARKNESS only partially dispelled by the labours of archzolo-
gists hangs over the early history of Mcditerranean civilization.
A high-light falls upon Crete, which bears all the signs of a hughly
civilized, gay, and prosperous hfe lasting in all probabihity from about
3000 B.C. to 1400 B.C. But it 1s hght without sound. The Cretan
sciipt is, so far, undecipherable, and we can only guess who these
people were, whence they came, how they were governed, and why
they were suddenly blotted out. The same darkness surrounds the
early hustory of the Grecks on the manland, and the stages by which
they passed from the primitive, heroic hfe suggested by their great
epics, the Iliad and the Odyssey, to the lighly cvilized city-states
which were their special contribution to the art of government.
For any clear hight we have to wait until the fifth century, when the
great Greek writers take us at a bound out of the twilight of ancient
and Eastern history into a vavid, living world of men like ourselves,
recognizable personalities engaged in actual affairs, illustratng 1n
therr conduct the great dilemmas which present themselves to ancient
and modern statesmen, winning triumphs, suffering adversity, lashed
by the blows of circumstances and fate. The historians display
them in action ; the philosophers ask what are the principles which
would show them the way to act wisely and justly, and enable the
citizens of their States to attain the good Iife under just government.
It is scarcely an exaggeration to say that the Greck writers of these
years were the inventors and discoverers of what the modern world
calls politics.
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2

Fortunately for political phulosophy the Greeks never succeeded in
establishing—or even had any ambition to establish—an empire on
the Assyman or Persan model. Only once, and then under the
extreme pressure of the threatened Persian invasion, were they able
to form a fighung alhance among themselves, and that fell apart as
soon as the danger was over. The Greek made hus ity the object of
his pride and affection and sought to reproduce 1ts character and insti-
tutions m any colony that he founded. The Greek world was thus
furnished with a great variety of governments and consttutions, and
comparisons between them with a view to discovering which was
best or 1n what respect one was superior or nferior to another became
quute early in the day one of the chuef subjects that the Greek thinker
turned over in his eager and restless mind. Hence the richness and
variety of his contribution to political thought.

In the great Orental monarchies dictation and submission exhausted
the nights and duties of rulers and subjects. The cry of the poor was
heard occasionally, and the more advanced, like the Hebrews and
Persians, conceived the process of history as a conflict between the
powers of hight and darkness, between Jehovah and his enemues,
between Ormuzd and Ahriman. In the typical Oriental empire 1t
was expected of the king that he should do justice, but the great
majority accepted hus rule and that of hus viziers or agents as rooted in
the nature of things and beyond challenge or argument by subjects.
A great silence envelops the common folk. They are literally the '
“ dumb masses " and their fate is absolutely bound up with that of
their masters. When these were defeated, they might be slaughtered
by the mllion, sold mto slavery, and whole aities and tribes of them
swept as captives into the cities and countries of their conquerors.
Even in peace thousands of them might be uprooted and conveyed to
another city or locality at the whim of their rulers. That they could
have any voice 1 their own destiny or that there was any possible way
of governing the world except that of which they were the subjects
or victums seems seldom or never to have occurred to them.

All this is changed when we come to the Greeks. The city-state
is now the unit ; m 1t are no “ masses,” but only moderate numbers
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of aitizens, every one of whom is interested in the way he is governed.
The great Greek historians and philosophers, Thucydides, Plato,
Aristotle, bring everything into question. They look back over
history and mark the rise and fall of the different types of constitu-
ton : the rule of aristocracy or king in the early aty-states in the
eighth and seventh centuries ; the age of tyranny in the subsequent
150 years ; the different kinds of democracy, of which the supreme
type 1s the Athentan of the fifth century ; the oligarchies or authori-
tarian States, of which the supreme type 1s Sparta. For these writers
the subject 1s not merely what we should call politics in the secular
sense ; 1t 1s the foundation study of the whole moral and religious
life of man. The constitution of the city-state is the frame of refer-
ence within which man lives, moves, and has s being. Only 1f it
corresponds to his inner nature will he be able to realize his true self
and live the good life.

3

The debt of the modems to Greek political thought is immense,
but before we generalize from Greek to modern times it is essential
to be clear about the particular chapter of lustory and the contemporary
conditions which the Greek writers have in mind, and which they
bring into judgment in therr writings. These writings have the
universal character of all great literature, but they are at the same time
intensely topical and are only nghtly understood if read in their con-
text of contemporary hustory. Let me try briefly to indicate the main
characteristics of the political hife which is, so to speak, the subject-
matter of these writers.

In the fifth century s.c. neither Athens nor Sparta nor any Greek
city-state had a population exceeding that of an average English
county-borough. In the Periclean age the total population of
Athens of both sexes and all ages appears to have been about 140,000
and of these one eighth, or approximately 17,000, were enfranchised,
i.e. qualified to sit and vote in the Assembly. A normal meeting of
the Assembly would scarcely have filled the Albert Hall, and the
democratic leaders or demagogues who are described or pilloried by
the Greek writers were platform orators in direct contact with this
number and able to gwde or mislead it by the art of rhetoric.
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Athens in her own estimation and that of her neighbours was a
“ democracy,” and this meant that all the skilled craftsmen and artisans,
merchants, manufacturers, landowners, and farmers possessed the right
of sitting and voting mn the Assembly (éxwAnola), which, though
permitting itself to be guided and advised by a Council of soo elected
by lot from the whole body of citizens, kept the final power in its
own hands. There were certain pard magstrates, archons, and
generals, also elective, carrying on the day-to-day admunistration,
but the Assembly, i.e. the whole body of aitizens, decided all the major
issues including the making of war and peace, and, when it decided
on a military or naval expedition, appointed one of the generals or
admirals to conduct it. For the administration of justice every citizen
who wished could place his name on a panel from which the judges
were elected by lot, and the courts were empanelled from this lst.
Since the judges were paid and no qualification of experience or
knowledge of the law was required, this judicial service was specially
attractive to the poor and idle. The boundaries of politics and justice
were nearly as vague as in modern Russia, and justice was so dis-
pensed as to keep it in line with state policy or state necessity. Except
so far as the archons and the generals served the purpose, there was
nothing corresponding to the executive in a modern government.

Greatly different was the constitution of Sparta, the opposite type,
which was determined by the fact that a comparatively small privileged
population was living in the midst of a conquered people, superior in
number, whom it had reduced to the condition of serfs and whose
rebellion was always a dangerous possibility. But even in Sparta
there was a substantial measure of popular control. In the fifth
century all the Greek States professed to abhor tyranny, and a Spartan
would have denied indignantly that his Government could be justly
so described. In fact, he could point to numerous checks and balances
to prevent tyranny arising. There were two kings who watched one
another, and five ephors, elected annually by lot from the whole
population above thirty years of age, who watched them both.
Every month there was an exchange of oaths between kings and
ephors, m which the king swore that he would observe the laws of
the State, and the ephors swore that they would uphold him so long
as he did so. There was a Council of Elders (Gerusia) consisting of
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thirty elected by the whole people, but subject to the double quahfi-
cation that all but the two kings, who were ex officio members of it
should be over sixty years of age and of noble birth. Fmally there
was the Assembly of all the citizens (Apella) which met once a month,
elected the Council and the ephors, and was 1 theory supreme, but
in practice was liable to be overruled by the Council “if 1t made a
crooked decree.” The Counal—like the corresponding body in
Athens—prepared the agenda for the Assembly and acted as a court
of justice for criminal offences. Civil jurisdiction fell to the ephors,
who 1n most respects performed the duties of the executive.

The reality in Sparta beneath these forms was an iron discipline
directed to the single object of efficiency in war. The Spartan people,
the original conquerors, lived on the labour of the helot or conquered
people, who tilled their lands for them and set them free to fit them-
selves for war and so to fortify their position agaimnst internal rebellion
and outside aggression. From time to time there were serious revolts
of the helots, who lived in a state of chronic discontent, and a special
secret police was appointed to watch and report upon their activities.
‘When rebellion was feared, young Spartans were sent mto the country
and empowered to kill any helot whom they had reason to regard
with suspicion.! Romantic militarists have painted the education
of these young Spartans i glowing colours, but 1n reality it was
hard and prosaic. Every citizen was to be a soldier and the discipline
began from birth. A new-born child was submitted to the inspection
of the head of its tribe, and if judged to be unhealthy was exposed to
die on the slopes of Mount Taygetos. Boys at the age of seven were
handed over to State officials, who submitted them to a rigorous
hardening, saturated them with the Spartan spint, and brought them
up in great schools conducted on military principles. Not till the
age of thirty were they supposed to have completed their training and
to be qualified for the full rights of citizenship. Thereafter they kept
intimate touch by dimning together in public messes, to which the
members of each mess made monthly contributions of barley, cheese,
wine, and figs. So far as was possible, the individual was to have no
life except in, through, and for the State. Helots saved him from the

1 Bury, History of Greece, p. 131.
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business of earning his hving, as in other cities or states ; s education
was of a kind to discourage all independent thinking ; he was 2 mem-
ber of a privileged military caste—to mamtam 1ts authority and re~
plenish its ranks.were the objects of his existence.

‘Women, too, came of neccessity into this scheme. Their business
was to produce children who would be suitable material for a military
career. Girls in common with boys went through an arduous gym-
nastic training, and 1t was thought quite becoming for them to pracuse
therr exercises almost nude.  They had a high reputation for chastity,
but placed themselves at the disposal of the State, irrespective of the
marriage tie, when it directed them to bear children. Compared
with other Greek women, they were independent and free ; but the
marniage relationship was severely matter-of-fact and governed by
its object—the procreation of children. Romance was between the
boys and thewr mstructors, the latter of whom were between the
ages of twenty and thirty, i.e. in the intermediate period before they
qualified to be full citizens.

4

These two actually existing societies in Athens and Sparta fixed
the points of departure for Greek pohtical theory and made 1t in the
eyes of contemporaries a cnticism of current politics. It 1s tempting
and in some respects legitimate to treat them as prototypes of the
modern democratic and totalitarian states, and they do undoubtedly
represent highly simplfied solutions of the problems presented by
man in hus relation to the State in modemn as in ancient imes. But
the differences between the ancient and the modern types are seen at
once in any detailed comparison.

Athens claimed to be a democracy, and her claim was generally
admitted by her neighbours ; but large qualifications are necessary
before the word is used in the modemn sense. Her enfranchised
citizens were in one very important respect a privileged caste, for
behind them were at least 115,000 slaves imported from Asia Minor,
Thrace, and the coasts of the Black Sea, who provided a large part
of the labour required by industry and did the menial work of the
free household. No doubt these slaves depressed the wages and
standard of life of the poorer and less skilled artisans, but they enabled
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the great majonty of free aitizens to hive a life of relative ease and
comfort. In Sparta 1t was the positive aim of the ruling caste to
release 1ts members from the necessity of earning their livelihood
through the labour of the helots. In Athens the same purpose was
to a large extent achieved by slaves.

One of the chuef difficulties—perhaps the greatest of all—in attempt-
g to realize the conditions of ancient life is to get back mto an
atmosphere in which slavery was taken for granted as a necessary basic
mstitution and to trace 1ts ramifying consequences in hfe and thought.
The slave is everywhere, m the home, in the workshop, in the fields,
even m the army and navy and the police. The police of Athens
conssted of 1,200 slave. Scythian archers. If the landowners were able
to restde in Athens, it was because they could safely leave their estates to
be cultivated by slaves, who 1n the same way enabled the gentry to live
at ease without soiling their hands with menial or banausic occupations.
When, therefore, we begin to talk of the Athenian democracy—the relat-
wely small number of privileged free citizens—as if they corresponded
to the *“ proletariat” of a modern State, we are in danger of going
very much astray. 'We shall be nearer the truth if we think of them as
the favoured, hughly educated class to whom could appropriately be
addressed such speeches as Thucydides puts into the mouth of Pericles.

There is yet another great difference when we try to compare
Greck society with modern, and that 15 the all-pervading atmosphere
of rehigion. The Athemans were both sceptical and superstitious.
Their advanced thinkers questioned the popular mythology, but the
mystery rehgions, Orphic and Eleusinian, had a strong hold over
them, and even the most enlightened believed mn oracles and omens.
The horror and anger aroused by the mutilation of the Hermz on the
eve of the sailing of the Sicilian expedition 1n the Peloponngsian War
tell their own tale of the feelings of the multitude. Divination and
soothsaying made large nroads upon both policy and strategy. An
eclipse of the moon caused Nicias to delay his withdrawal from
Syracuse, and so sealed the doom of the Athenian army. Any con-
siderable enterprise might be delayed or abandoned if the omens were
unfavourable. Religious ceremonies attended the departure of

fleets and armies, witness Thucydides’ account of the saling of the
Sicthan expedition.
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When the ships were manned and everything required for the voyage had
been placed on board, silence was proclarmed by the sound of 2 trumpet, and
all with one voice before setting sail offered up the customary prayers ; these
were recited not in each ship but by a single herald, the whole fleet accompany-
ing lum. On every deck officers and men, mingling wine m bowls, made
hbations from vessels of gold and silver. The multitude of citizens and other
well-wishers who were looking on from the land jomed m the prayers. The
crews raised the pzan, and when the hbations were completed, put to sea.

In fact, there existed in Athens a powerful apparatus of priests and
oracles—as powerful in its way as the medizval Church. Even the
choice of officials by lot, which is often quoted as one of the marks
of extreme democracy, had a mystical aspect in the eyes of Athenians
for it was thus that the gods were given ther opportunity of inter-
vening in the affairs of mortals. In all these respects the Greek mind
is almost as dafficult to interpret as the medizval.

Finally, we have to remember that the great Greek writers Thucy-
dides, Plato, and Amstotle came late mnto the field, when the great
struggle between Athens and Sparta had shattered Greek nsututions,
and good and bad alike had been swamped 1n the tide of war, and 1ts
inevitable sequel, the revival of tyranny to combat anarchy. It may
be debated whether 2 democracy can govern an empire ; but 1t is
very unhikely to survive the loss of an empire in an unsuccessful war.
Coming after the event, the Greek writers seem to be holding a grand
inquest on the decay of Greek institutions, and always with an eye to
the part played by mndividuals. All their reflections on the past, all
their debates on constitutional forms bring them back ultimately to
the question of the behaviour of men like ourselves m the difficult
business of governing their fellow-beings. No institutions, they seem
to say, will work unless the citizens of a State have the capacity to
make them work ; the best may be wrecked by the follies, corrup-
uons, over-reaching ambitions, and jealousies of those who are in
charge of them. It is not the resemblance of institunons but the
astonishing sumularity in ancient and modern times of the qualies
and defects of those who are appointed, or appoint themselves, to
the busmess of government which gives their writings inexhaustible
interest for the modern reader.
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CHAPTER VII
THUCYDIDES
1

T may help at this stage to glance briefly at the principal events of
I the great fifth century of Greek history. After the repulse of
the Persian invaders (479 B.C.) the Greeks continued the war 1 an
effort to liberate their brethren in Asia from the Persian yoke, and the
Athenians organized a manitime confederation wath its centre and
treasury at Delos. At the same time the Peloponnesian Confederation
was prolonged under Spartan headship nominally for the same pur-
pose, but 1n a state of veiled and growing antagonism to the Athenian
group. The latter m the next twenty years were suspected, rightly
or wrongly, of bidding for the supremacy of Greece, and it conducted
a runmng warfare with varying fortunes, but on the whole with
success, agamst the islands and cities which resisted them. In 454 B.C.
the custody of the common funds of the Athenian Confederation was
moved from Delos to Athens—a decisive step which converted the
Confederation from an alliance of free States nto an empire which
more and more tended to be taxed and govered from Athens.
Reversing the process whereby the communities of the Brinsh
Empire were released from Downing Street government to become
self-governing nations, Athens brought her partners more and more
under her control.

Her case was that this imperialism if 1t is rightly so called, was
forced upon her, since the other Greek States could not be relied
upon to defend the common cause of Hellas against the barbarians.
It was true, but it aroused the jealousy of the Spartans and divided
the Greek world into two camps, according as they sympathized with
the democratic institutions of Athens or the oligarchic mstitutions of

52



THUCYDIDES

Sparta, or as they were domunated by the sea-power of the one or the
land-power of the other. From 431 to 404 B.C. the two parties were
engaged m the ruthless struggle of the Peloponnesian war, which
added the ferocities of cvil war to the horrors of external war. The
Athemans brought many of their troubles upon themselves by the
stubbornness with which they rejected all opportunities of 2 moderate
peace and the recklessness with which they engaged m ambinous
efforts at oversea conquests which culminated 1n the disastrous Sicihan
expedition. This, however, has not exonerated the Spartans in the
eye of hustory from the shame of the disgraceful bargam with Persia,
the traditional common enemy of Greece, whereby they gamed the
final victory.
2

Our man authority for this period 1s Thucydides, the historian of
genius whose narrative, though severely anchored to fact, 1s n effect
a searching commentary on pohtical mnsttutions and the behaviour
of politicians 1 war and peace. At lus touch the struggle of these
little Greek States takes on a universal sigmficance, well justifying hus
claim that hus account of it will be a possession for ever.

A question arises at the outset. Is Thucydides an impartial witness
telling, as he claims, with scrupulous accuracy the march of events, of
which the judgment is left to his reader, or 1s he taking hus revenge on
men at whose hands he had suffered injustice and the bitterness of exile ?
The question 1s asked of Dante, as of Thucydides, and there is no
positive answer to it in either case. It befell me to be m exile from
my country for twenty years after the generalship at Amphipolis ” 1
is all that Thucydides himself has to say about it. He, appomted
general m 424 B.c,, lost the commanding position of Amphipohs
after a brief campaign and was banished from the aty by the unfor-
giving Athemans. Was 1t a “ verdict of guilty fully merited,” as
Grote says, or was he, as others hold. a victim of musfortune who had
done all that human prudence and actvity could have done to avert
disaster ? He does not tell us, he merely records the fact; but his
silence is that of 2 man into whose soul the 1ron has entered. With
all his claim to be objective, he often seems to be strugglng with an

1 His own version of this affair 1s given 1 IV, 108.
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emotion too deep for words. No writer reminds us so often of the
essential difficulty of wriing to the man who thinks, the difficulty of
expressing 1n words the tumult and agutation of thought.  He struggles
and agonizes and carries hus readers out of their depths, but precisely
in this way conveys the sense of destiny moving below the surface of
things. The gnarled and twisted sentences 1n which he seems for
ever to be trymg to pack the swirl of his thoughts into a mimmum of
words have a magic which is not easily translated. In what follows
I am allowed to quote from the admirable translations of the Loeb
Classical Library m which the reader may see the Englsh version
side by side with the Greek text.

I there 1s any one theme in Thucydides, it is not, as 1s sometimes
said, the failure of democracy, but the disaster of Aubris—an untrans-
latable Greek word which signifies pride, overbearing and over-
reaching, a thing fatal to wisdom and balance. The picture which he
pamts of Athens m her great days through the speeches that he puts
mto the mouth of Pericles 1s unforgettable 1n its beauty. Athens mn
these great days 1s entirely free from #fpis. She 1s modest, helpful,
hospitable, ready to share all her good things wath the whole Greek
world.

“ We do not copy our neighbours,” says Pericles, “ but are an example to
them. Though we are called a democracy, for the government 1s 1 the
hands of the many, the law secures equal justice to all alike and the claim of
excellence 15 recognized, and when a citizen 1s 1n any way distinguished, he 15
preferred to the public service not as a matter of privilege, but as the reward
of merit. There 15 no exclusiveness n our public life, and mn our private life
we are not suspicious of one anothet, nor angry with our neighbour if he does
what he likes. For our weary spirits we provide many relaxations from
toll ; we have regular games and sacrifices throughout the year ; at home the
style of our hife 1s refined ; and the delight which we daily feel in these things
helps to banush melancholy ~ Because of the greamess of our city the fruts of
the whole earth flow in upon us, so that we enjoy the goods of other countries
as freely as our own.”

In contrast with the secrecy and suspiciousness of Sparta, Athens,

according to the orator, opens her doors to the whole world and

never expels a foreigner or prevents hum from learning anything of

which the secret, if revealed to an enemy, mught profit him. Her
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people rely not upon management or trickery, but upon their own
hearts and hands. Equally contrasted are the two kinds of education,
the hard, concentrated mulitary traning of Sparta, the free discursive
life of the Atheman youth, who are equally ready to face danger when
the call comes. “If then we prefer to meet danger with a light
heart rather than by laborious traming and with a courage which
springs more from our manner of hfe than from the compulsion of
law, are we not greatly the gamers 2

The speaker glows with his theme. Our aty 1s equally admirable
in peace and 1 war.

“ We are lovers of the beautiful, yet simple 1n our tastes ; lovers of wisdom
without loss of manlness. Wealth we employ not for vulgar boasting, but
as a means of action ; we consider 1t no disgrace to acknowledge ourselves to
be poor; what 1s disgraceful 1s to have taken no steps to avoud 1t. We
alone regard the man who takes no part in public affairs not as one who minds
hus own busimess but as good for nothing. Instead of regarding debate as a
hindrance to action, we consider 1t wrong not to have mformed ourselves
fully by debate before we come to action. For we differ from other men
being most darng in action and yet at the same time most given to reflection
upon what we undertake. With others, on the contrary, boldness 1s founded
on 1gnorance and reflection brings hesitation. They, surely, are nghtly
thought to be most courageous who, recognizing most clearly both the pains
as well as the pleasures involved, do not on that account shrmk back from
danger.

“1 claim finally,” says the orator, * that our city as 2 whole 1s the school of
Hellas, and that, as 1t seems to me, each mdividual amongst us could 1n his
own person, with the utmost grace and versatility, prove himself self~sufficient
m the most varied forms of activity. And that this 1s no mere boast inspired
by the occasion, but an actual truth, 1s attested by the very power of our city,
a power which we have acquired 1 consequence of these qualities. For
Athens 2lone among her contemporaries, when put to the test, 15 superior to
the report of her, and she alone neither affords to the enemy who comes
against her cause for uritation at the character of the foe by whom he s
defeated, nor to her subject cause for complaint that his masters are unworthy.
Many are the proofs which we have given of our power and assuredly 1t does
not lack witnesses, and therefore we shall be the wonder not only of the men of
to-day but of after times ; we shall need no Homer to sing our praises, nor
any other poet whose verses may perhaps delight for the moment, but whose
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presentation of the facts will be discredited by the truth. Nay, we have com-
pelled every sea and every land to grant access to our darmg, and have every-
where planted everlasting memorials both of evl to foes and of good to friends.
Such, then, 15 the ity for whach these men nobly fought and died, deemng 1t
their duty not to let her be taken from them ; and 1t 1s fitting that every man
who 15 left behind should suffer willingly for her sake.” 1

The great panegyric 1s familiar, yet 1t 1s difficult to resist the tempta-
tion of repeating at least these parts of it. As the description of a
refined and exalted patriotism 1t 1s still without equal 1n any subsequent
literature. ‘Through 1t there runs the note of what m modern language
we should call liberalism and even internationahsm. Athens is the
beaunful aty with which her own citizens fall m love ; but she is
more than that ; she is an education for all Greece ; she has no secrets
which she will not share ; she welcomes all-comers. * Because of
the greatness of her city ” the fruits of the whole earth flow in upon
her, so that she enjoys the goods of other countries as freely as her
own. Only after considering the institutions of other cines does
she conclude that her own way of hfe is the best. The devotion of
her people is no impetuous fancy ; nor is it imposed upon them by
law and discipline It 1s the dehiberate choice of men who reflect and
debate, who believe that wisdom comes from the expression of many
thoughts.

Is 1t fanciful to think that the placing of this speech with its glowing
description of Athens m her prime 1n the forefront of his narrative is
the clue to the historian’s thought ? Behold this beautiful city, he
seems to say, as she was, in the guiding hands of a great statesman—
see what happened to her when he departed and was followed by
men who had none of his sense of the limits of power, his moderation
and sanity, his large-minded feeling for what was due to all Greece !
Contrast with this man his successors, the vulgar and blatant Cleon ;
the upright and well-meaning but dilatory and incompetent Nicias ;
Alcibiades, the young genius with his mnherent falsity and aptitude for
mtngue ; his youthful supporters with their exuberant thoughtless-
ness who, as Nicias pathetically said, “ rather alarm me.” Against
all these who by their folly and disunion and overreaching involved

1 Thucydides, I, 41, trans. by C. Forster Smith, Loeb Classical Library.
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Athens 1n the catastrophe of the Sicihan expedition and brought ruin
on her free institutions, the figure of Pericles seems to rise up in
judgment, contrasung the vision of Athens as he meant her to be with
the tragic picture of the phght to which us successors had reduced
her.

There are some grounds for thinking that Thucydides before his
banishment was of the moderate party which looked with some alarm
upon the imperialism of Pericles, but as he looks back his judgment is
explicit about the comparison between him and his successors :

For so long as he presided over the affairs of the State in time of peace he
pursued a moderate policy and kept the city 1n safety, and 1t was under him that
Athens reached the height of her greamess ; and, after the war began, here
too he appears to have made a far-sighted estimate of her strength.

Pericles hived two years and six months beyond the begmning of the war ;
and after hus death his foresight as to the war was still more fully recognized,
For he had told the Athenians that if they would mamtam a defensive policy,
attend to their navy, and not seek to extend their sway during the war or do
anything to imperil the existence of the State, they would prove superior.
But they not only acted contrary to his advice 1n all these things, but also n
matters that apparently had no connection with the war they were led by
private ambition and private greed to adopt pohicies which proved injurious
both as to themselves and their allies ; for these policies, so long as they were
successful, merely brought honour or profit to individual citizens, but when
they failed proved detrimental to the State in the conduct of the war. And the
reason for this was that Pericles, who owed his influence to hus recognized
standing and ability,! and had proved himself clearly incorruptible in the highest
degree, restraned the multitude while respecting their liberties, and led them
rather than was led by them, because he did not resort to flattery, secking power
by dishonest means, but was able on the strength of his high reputation to
oppose them and even provoke their wrath. At any rate, whenever he saw
them unwarrantably confident and arrogant hus words would cow them mto
fear ; and, on the other hand, when he saw them unreasonably afraid he would
restore them to confidence agamm. And so Athens, though in name a
democracy, gradually became m fact a government ruled by 1ts foremost
atizen. But the successors of Pericles, being more on an equality with one
another and yet striving each to be first, were ready to surrender to the people

1 Pericles had been an admiral and his chief utle to fame mn war was as a
leader of several successful naval expeditions.
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even the conduct of public affairs to suit their whims. And from this, since
1t happened 1n a great and imperial state, there resulted many blunders. 1

It 15 this picture of wise and humane statesmanship embodied in
Pericles which again and agam comes back to us as we read on.
What would he have said to Cleon, *“ the most violent of the citizens,”
clamourimg for the death-sentence agamst the Mitylenzans, *“ nobles
and common people alike,” msisting on impossible terms when the
Spartans are willing to make a tolerable peace, dragging the Athenian
Assembly step by step from ground on which he had made her safe ?
Or again when we come to the ternble Mehan dialogue, with 1ts
cynical avowal that self-interest and not justice or mercy is the religion
of the Athenan people and 1ts grm conclusion—"* the Athenians
thereupon put to death all who were of military age and made slaves
of the women and children ”—how does this sound against the claim
of Pericles that Athens was an education for all Greece, and willing
to share with all her Greek neighbours the treasures for body and soul
which she had laid up for herself ?

And then finally 1n the contrasted figures of Nicias and Alcibiades
we see agam the ghosts of the past, Alabiades out-Cleoning the
demagogue Cleon ; Nicias, with the wisdom of Pericles but without
his character, seeing, as Pericles did, the limits of the power of Athens,
but falling to convince others, and m the long run consenting to
execute a policy which he believed to be fraught with ruin. The
debate has now by the lapse of time become one between age and
youth, age pleading for the caution of the old Arthens, youth impetu-
ously rushing ahead and seeking to brand as cowards those who declined
to follow.

Hear Nicias :

The matter 1s one of great seriousness, and not such as a youth may decide
and rashly take i hand

It 15 of such youths, when I see them sitting here in answer to the appeal of
this same man, that I am afraid ; and I make a counter-appeal to the older
men, 1f any of you sit by one of these, not to be shamed nto fear lest he may
seem to be a coward if he do not vote for war, and not, though that may be
their feelng, to have a morbid craving for what 1s out of reach, knowing that

1 Op. cit., 11, 65.
58



THUCYDIDES

ew successes are won by greed, but very many by foresight ; on the con-
rary, on behalf of our country, which 1s now running the greatest risk 1t has
ver run, hold up your hands m opposition 1

“ Mankind,” retorts Alabiades, “ does not await the attack of a
uperior power, they antcipate it. We cannot cut down an empire
s we might a household ; but having once gained our present post-
ion, we must keep a firm hold upon some and contrive occasion
gamst others ; for if we are not rulers we shall be subjects.”  So the
impire, which by the law of its bemg must keep attacking, goes to
ts rum. Between Nicias and Alabiades, the Athemans, say the
fstorians *‘ were in a state of mcessant fear and suspicion,” and
resently they sent a ship to recall Alcibiades and put hum on trial
or hus life for hus supposed part m the affair of the mutilated Herme.
Che story of that extraordinary adventurer—his escape, his mntrigues
with Spartans and Persians, his readiness to go anywhere and do any-
hing which would enable hum to be avenged on his enemies and
ventually to return as master to Athens—cannot be pursued here, but
t shows the amazing confusion of purposes and causes in which the
Sreek world and the Greek city-states had become mvolved as the
truggle between Athens and Sparta proceeded.

3

Thucydides presents this struggle as what in modern phraseology
would be called an ideological war, and in a masterly way he traces
ts gradual degradation until the orginal causes were swamped in a
slind struggle to win victory or escape defeat. Athens tried to form
. “ popular front,” arming thé other cities and states of Greece for
he defence of hberty and democracy, as she understood 1t, against
sligarchy of which Sparta was the model. There is no reason to
uppose that she was other than sincere m the early days, but she found
rerself aganst two principal obstacles when the war was prolonged :
irst that m nearly all these cities there was an ohigarchical party which
ntrigued with the enemy ; second that she was dniven by military
recessity (or what she thought to be such) to behave brutally and
uthlessly to many of those whom she desired to make her friends.

1 Op. at, VI, 12-13.
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Neither side could afford the defection or even the neutrality of the
neighbouring states. “ Be my brother or I will slay thee ” was the
formula of both. Ewven before the death of Pericles, Athens, as he
acknowledged, bad come to be known as the * tyrant aty ” in spice
of her claim to be the champion of liberty agamnst the Spartan oligarchy.

The “ideological ” war thus became for most of the belligerents a
combination of mnternal revolution with external war, bringing down
on them horrors of both  In one of the few long digressions that
he permits himself—that suggested by the termble events which
followed the sediton 1n Corcyra—Thucydides describes the situation
thus created. The revolution in Corcyra, he says, seemed at the time
to be worst, but only because 1t was the first :

Afterwards practically the whole Hellenic world was convulsed, smce
each state the leaders of the democratic factions were at variance with the
ohigarchs, the former secking to bring in the Athemans, the latter the Lace-
dzmontans. And while m ume of peace they would have had no pretext
for asking their intervention, nor any inclination to do so, yet now that these
two states were at war, ether faction mn the various cites, 1f 1t desired a revolu-
tion, found 1t easy to bring in allies also, for the discomfiture at one stroke of
1ts opponents and the strengthening of 1ts own cause. And so there fell upon
the cities on account of revolutions many grievous calamities, such as happen
and always will happen while human nature 1s the same, but which are severer
or milder and different i their manifestations according as the variations in
crcumstances present themselves 1 each case. For m peace and prosperity
both states and ndividuals have gentler feelings, because men are not then
forced to face conditions of dire necessity ; but war, which robs men of the
easy supply of their daily wants, 15 a rough schoolmaster and creates 1n most
people a temper that matches their condition. . . . Those who came later
mto revolution carried to sull more extravagant lengths the mvention of new
devices, both by the extreme ingenuity of their attacks and the monstrousness
of their revenges. The ordmnary acceptation of words m their relation to things
was changed as men thought fit. Reckless audacity came to be regarded as
courageous loyalty to party, prudent hesitation as spectous cowardice, modera-
tion as a cloak for unmanly weakness, and to be clever i everything was to do
naught m anything. Frantic impulsiveness was accounted a true man’s part,
but caution 1n deliberation a specious pretext for shirking. The hot-headed
man was always trusted, hus opponent suspected. He who succeeded in a
plot was clever, and he who had detected one was still shrewder ; on the other
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hand, he who made 1t his aim to have no need of such things was a dis-
rupter of party and scared of his opponents. . . . Cutizens who belonged to
nether party were continually destroyed by both, exther because they would not
make common cause with them or through mere jealousy that they should
survive.

So it was that every form of depravity showed itself i Hellas in consequence
of 1ts revolutions, and that simplicity, which 1s the chief element of a noble
nature, was laughed to scorn and disappeared, while mutual antagonism of
feeling, combmed with mustrust, prevailed far and wide.1

4

In this way the Athens of Pericles passes step by step to her doom.
In the end 1t is no longer democrats and oligarchs warring for principles,
but desperate men pursuing the fight to a finish 1n fear and wrath.

So far as 1t reflects on mstitutions, the judgment of Thucydides is
by no means the whole-hearted condemnation of democracy that it
1s sometimes represented as being. He has no love for the Spartan
ohgarchy ; the picture which he paints of Athens m her prime is as
much 2 tnibute to her institutions as hus story of her decline and fall
is a judgment on those who misused them. No city could even have
resembled the description of Athens which he puts into the mouth of
Pericles if there had not been great virtues in 1ts citizens and in its
methods of government. The verdict of Thucydides is not so
much that democracy 1s 2 bad method of government as that dema-
gogues are fatal to it. Had he continued his story to the end he might
equally have discovered the vices of oligarchy, as illustrated in the
final chapters. The demagogues whom he pants are not left--wing
extremists, but wnsatiable mulitansts who agan and again reject the
opportunities of a moderate peace. In the one passage in which he
passes beyond the bounds of his narrative he pays a notable tribute to
the Athenian people :

And yet, after they had met with disaster i Sicily, where they lost not only
their army but also the greater part of their fleet, and by this tume had come to
be in a state of sedition at home, they nevertheless held out ten years not only
agamnst the enemies they had before, but also against the Sicilians, who were
now combined with them ; and, besides, agamnst most of their allies, who were

1 Op o, I, 81-82.
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now 1 revolt, and later on, agamst Cyrus, son of the King, who joined the
Peloponnestans and furnished them with money for their fleet ; and they did
not finally succumb until they had m their private quarrels fallen upon one
another and been brought to rumn.” 1

This was the cry of the defeated at the end of an even greater war.

The term democracy, as understood m modern tumes, is far too big
for comparison with the government of any Greck city-state. The
warmest friend of modern democracy would admit that Athemian
methods of government courted disaster. Athens was sull m the
primutive stage in which the necessity of acting through an executive
and seeking the specialized services of competent offictals was not yet
thought of. It is to us an absurdity that the appointments of generals
and admurals and the power of instructing them should have been in
the hands of 2 town’s meeting. The Athenian Assembly, to whom
finally all decisions were submitted, was not, in the pictures of it
presented to us by the historians, presumptuous or interfering ; it
was the easy victim of any glib politicians who knew how to make
what we should call a platform speech. In time of war the greater
number of its members were serving with army or navy, and even
in peace 1t was difficult to procure the quorum of 6000 needed for
such functions as the ostracism. It 1s often suggested to us that those
who attended did so m order to earn the day’s pay, and that among
them were a great many idlers and triflers. They were 1 any case
a very small number to bear on their backs all the stripes which the
theorusts of later times have laid on democracy. It is as though large
political inferences were drawn from the behaviour of 2 mass meeting
in an Englsh county-borough.

The mental processes of the Athenian crowd appear to have been a
muxture of high culture and extreme simplicity. The Athenians were
men to whom the great funeral oration of Penicles could appropriately
be addressed ; and to understand what that means we have only to
imagme the corresponding oration being delivered to an unassorted
gatherng of 10,000 Englishmen. Yet the same Atheman crowd
appears to have been governed by an almost childish belief that some-
thing which 1t concerved as virtue (dpérn) would yield equally

1 Op.cit, 1, 65.
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good results m all spheres. Thus the poets who had won its applause
in the great dramatic competitions found themselves i extreme
danger of being appomnted generals or admirals. Sophocles actually
was appomnted admiral, and it 1s perhaps not quite fanaful to suppose
that Thucydides humself owed the disastrous appomtment as general
which brought rum upon s head to his striking literary abihty.
Agam, the Athenian Assembly has at times a touching and dangerous
fidelity to men whom 1t likes. It mssts that Nicias should remain at
his post though he warns them that he disapproves of the policy which
they are pursumng and is a sick man whose usefulness 15 exhausted
As between him and Alcibiades there is no doubt which has character
and which is to be trusted, but there 1s equally no doubt that for the
particular purpose m hand Alcibiades has the requisite drive and stra-
tegical ability and Nicias has not. So between the two the Sicihan
expedition passes to its disaster and Nicias to hus death. These are
not specifically democratic fathngs—we should rather look for them
in a weak and benevolent aristocracy—but they have all becn set
down to the account of democratic Athens.

All this must be borne in mind when we come to the criticism of
the Greek philosophers. Lookmng back on this story when it has
come to 1ts final and melancholy conclusion, they see a confusion of
ideas about the nature of government and its aims and conditions, and
seck to clear 1t up. They use the terms current in their ttme—
democracy, ohgarchy, aristocracy—and conceive of the problem in
the terms and under the conditions which alone were within their
experience. The interest of their inquiry for us 1s rather, as I have
already suggested, in its analysis of human conduct m collective action

in any judgment that it passes on forms of government which
have no analogy in the modern world.  As that inquiry goes forward,
it takes us mto deep waters and raises questions about the nature of
man and his purpose and destiny in life which have a never-fatling
interest for the modern as for the ancient world.
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CHAPTER VIII

SOCRATES AND PLATO

I

N 404 B.C. Athens acknowledged defeat and was compelled by
her enemues to demolish her walls and surrender her fleet. There
followed a succession of revolutions which put at first “ the thurty
and then “the ten” in power, and in 4or restored democracy. In
399 Socrates, the persistent * gad-fly to the Athenians,” was tried and
executed. The story of his end is sometimes compared with that of
the trial and crucifixion of Jesus Christ, but except in the one respect
that both dehberately chose their fate and dechined to parley with
their accusers, there 1s litde resemblance between the two events.
The death of Socrates was meraful ; hus enemies would probably
have much preferred that he should have walked out of the prison door
which they left open than that they should be under the necessity of
putting him to death ; they wished only to be rid of a man who, from
their point of view, was a formudable centre of opposition. But
what could they do when he quretly insist.d that he greatly preferred
death to the alternatives of submission and flighe that they offered
him ?  Such a man could only crown his life by being steadfast unto
death.

Yet up to this point his life had been witness to the tolerance of
the Athenians.  All through the stormy years of the war he had gone
about the city pursming what beyond doubt he considered to be his
divine vocation, questioning, rebuking, using just those methods of
irony and cool scrutiny which most exasperate when men are swept
by passion. But now at the end the democracy which should have
been his friend suddenly turned upon him and accused him of cor-
rupting youth. Who, they asked, were hs favourite pupils—who
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but the clever and faithless Alcibiades, who but Critias, who had
brought mn the thirty tyrants? Having desperately got back to
power, were they to stand by and see this aged sophist gather about
him another group of clever young men to encompass their downfall ?
Socrates would certainly have had short shrift from any modern
dictator, and for the Athenian leaders at this moment their own safety
was the first thought. Burke more than 2000 years later thundered
agamst the clever mtellectuals grubbing away the foundations of t‘hc
accepted morality whom he had met on a visit to Pars, and the verdict
of the Athenian jury was that Socrates had done the same dangerous
thing with disastrous results on youthful minds.

But, agamn, words will deceive us 1f we thnk of the leaders of any
party in ancient tumes as concerned for liberty of thought, as moderns
understand that expression. 'The executioners of Socrates were deeply
concerned for what they held to be right opinions on questions of
faith and moral ; the first charge of thewr indictment against him
was that he denied the gods recogmized by the State and sought to
introduce new and strange divinities (Sasudva). Was not his
pupil Alabiades suspected of the outrage on the Hermz ? Had he
not questioned the credibility of the orthodox faith and suggested
human standards for divine bemngs, for example when he said that
nothing was to be believed of the gods which would be disgraceful
if applied to men? What was this strange Safpwv to whom he
referred as possessing an authority overriding that of the whole
Pantheon ?

Undoubtedly from their point of view Socrates was a most dan-
gerous man. He questions a host of things commonly taken for
granted, the current phrases about religion and politics, the slogans of
parties, the rhetoric of politicians, the meaning of quite ordinary words,
such as justice and injustice, knowledge and ignorance. He left not
a few of lus own questions unanswered, but he had an extraordinary
faculty of kindling thought and doubt. He was m his own phrase
the mudwife of ideas, but, since he never put pen to paper, we have to
piece him together from the memories of his contemporaries, whose
portraits of him remain still as that of the world’s greatest “ charac-
ter.” Outwardly he was everything that was unprepossessing, and
his ugly face and pot-bellied figure and homely manners made him
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an easy butt for the comic poets. But this did not prevent hum from
bemg the beloved master of choice spirits ; and the greatest of the
benefits conferred upon the world by his martyrdom and death was
that they mspired a supreme man of genius to enshrine his memory
the noblest body of philosophic wniting that ever came from the pen
of one man.

It 1s no disrespect to Xenophon, whose homelier record in the
Memorabilia may 1n some ways bring us nearer the real Socrates, if
Plato 1s taken as the great evangelist of this beloved man. In the
Republic, wrtten about 370 B C., we see him taking the Socratic
questions and suggesting answers to them by imagiming an ideal
State in which man might realize humself and pursue the good life as
the sage desired 1t to be. Politics and philosophy thus join hands.
‘The Republic,in Nettleship’s words, is in reality a dramatized philosophy
of human life. It shows us in a series of logically connected pictures

the nature, nurture, and development of the soul ; the Iife which it makes for
itself 1 religion, art, pohics, science, philosophy ; its rise to the height at
which 1t 15 almost one with the divine, its fall to the depth at which 1t almost
ceases to be human ; what 1t 15 and what 1t 15 capable of being upon earth,
what 1t may hope and what it may fear to be after death.l

Or again, to quote the same writer,

as we follow Plato in his delineation of an ideal society we see that he has
only begun on the outside and is working inwards, tracing the external organ-
1zation of the community back to its hidden source mn human nature, and
showmng ultmately how the principles which regulate mdustry, war, and
government are only the more superficial expression of those which regulate
the moral life of man. Thus the question, How does justice work for good
m the soul independently of visible results ? is answered by showing that the
whole visible structure of civic life depends upon invisible forces and principles,
and that what 1s called justice, so far from being an arbitrary convention, is
that condition of the soul 1tself wichout which society would dissolve.2

To treat this great allegory of the soul as though it were 2 manual
of practical politics is to lay a very heavy hand on it. In order to
understand what was mn Plato’s mind, we have to think, if we can, of

1 Nettleshup, Philosophical Lectures and Remains, 1, p. 337.
2 Ibid., p. 349.
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a world which was without the Chnistian or any other ethical tradition
carrying either general acceptabihity or the sanction of religion, in
fact without any categorical imperatives, whether of the ten com-
mandments or of the practical reason. In Greek society what was
beleved of the gods and their dealings with one another had httle
or no beaning on human conduct, and much of it, as Socrates insisted,
was 1n flagrant contradiction with decent human instincts about nght
and wrong, justice and mercy. The thought of 2 morality superior to
that of the gods was by no means absent from earher Greek thought.
But the pre-Socratic philosophers, being mainly engaged in speculation
about the physical nature of things, had not given it form or precision ;
and large numbers of sophists and cynics were at large questioning
whether there was any settled code of conduct or, if there was, whether
there was room for 1t 1 public affairs and the dealings of States with
one another. The Republic of Plato is the first great effort to supply
the moral and religious background for the pagan world which the
Hebrew prophets bad provided for the Jewish tribes. Looking back
on the confusion of the past years—the lack of standards in private and
public Ife, the incompetency and imefficiency of statesmen and
soldiers, the absence of any rational division of labour in the govern-
ments of States, Plato 1s moved to ask through the mouth of Socrates,
Is there a real disinction between right and wrong, justice and
injustice, are there any discoverable rules for the governments of
States and cities ?

2
The popular idea of the Republic of Plato is that it prescribes Com-
munism and the abolition of the family as the acceptable way of life.
Undoubtedly the association of Commumsm with the loosening of
family ties owes something to the supposed authority of Plato, but if
he is to be mvoked at all, it must be for something widely different
from what moderns understand by either Communism or sexual
freedom. He 1s thinking of a small Greek city-state and prescribing
for its governing class a discipline which shall secure its complete
dedication to the public interest. The members of this class must not
be concerned with private property or the care of wives and children ;
they must live 1n common ; the State must provide for their needs
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and take charge of their children. The same hne of thought may be
traced in the Christian gospels! and hasled to thefoundation of religious
orders and a celibate priesthood. It 1s, as far as it goes, an ascetic
1dea and certamly lends no support to indiscriminate sexuality. Nor
has this kind of Commumism anything to do with what modems call
the problem of poverty.

But agam and again Plato warns us that hus thoughts belong to the
world of 1deas and must not be taken as counsels of practical pohucs,
In the world of ideas you follow your thought wherever it leads and
are not under the necessity of adjusting it to the exigencies of practical
polics.  Perhaps, he says, the pattern 1s laid up m heaven and wll
never be realized on earth, but even to present a shadow of 1t may be
serviceable to the earth-bound  So let the philosopher go hus way
undeterred by the scoffs of those who will tell him that his ideas will
not work in the actual world. His duty 1s to go all lengths with his
thought, leaving the practical polincians to apply what parts of 1t
they can or will.

ButPlato’s thoughts were not so remote to his generation as they may
scem to the modern reader. He had before hum the actual example
of Sparta, where boys were taken from their parents at the age of
seven and where the ruling class had their meals in common and to a
certain extent led the common lfe. That the small number which
constituted this class should go the whole length of pooling their
families and their private property mght well seem to be carrying the
Spartan idea to its logical conclusion. Simularly with the idea of
breeding for various functions which 1s the foundation of the caste
system of the Republic (the men of gold, the men of silver, the men of
copper and won). The Spartans dehberately bred for military
efficiency, practising infannade to weed out the inferior stock. This
led to consequences, dullness, uniformity, lack of culture, which Plato
himself criicizes with much severity. But these consequences, he
seems to think, would be avoided if the breeding were for various
functions, so as to provide the State with the different kinds of aptitude
and mtelligence which a well-balanced community should have.
Agam, no doubt, an impracticable 1dea; but it provided the philosopher

1 Matt. x. 37 ; xii. 46-s0.
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with just the framework he needed to develop hus vision of the perfect
State.

As we read on 1nto the Republic we more and more relegate these
fantasies into the background. What projects itself as the overwhelm-~
ing domunant thought 1s that good politics must correspond to the
moral and religious nature of man  The object of the perfect State
1s the good life, and 1n lus effort to define the good, the philosopher
agamn pursues his thought to 1ts utmost limits, even 1n the end beyond
time and space to the vision of reality which may not be 1n this world.
Ex umbris et imaginibus in ventatem. Almost i certam passages he
seems to anticipate the medizval thought that the hfe of this world 15
only a passage to the world hereafter. That, indeed, is expliaitly
stated 1n the Phado, where the life of the true philosopher is presented
as a dymg to the body that he may live to the soul, a foretaste of that
freedom to which he looks forward after death when he hopes to see
the truth mn 1ts punty with punfied eyes.

3

It would nevertheless be a great mistake to suppose that Plato 1s
other-worldly mn the sense that his imterest 1s transferred from ths
world to another. All through he 1s asking what 1s the meaning of
Life here and now, how should a rational man live, why has he failed,
why is there so much confusion, discord, cruelty, and suffering in life
as we know it? The answer 1s that man 1s at war with himself
mnternally and m hus relations with other men, that lus higher nature 1s
mn subordination to his lower, his reason to his irascible and con-
cupiscent qualities, and that States as they exust reflect this conflict and
confusion ; whereas he 1s so constituted that he can only have happiness
and the good Iife as 2 man among men, if he 1s at peace with him-
self and in the society of like-minded men. The last condition is all-
important, for 1t 1s only in such a society that man can lead the good
hfe. Here we touch a fundamental difference betwecx&!l’lato’s 1dea
of the State and all modern ideas which make the State an object n
itself to which the individual owes uncondinonal obcdmncc:} The
State, in Plato’s scheme, provides the frame within whuch the indi-
vidual lives the good hfe. The good man can only find perfection
in the good State. But the State 1s not something outside the individual
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which should dictate his way of hife and command his allegiance for
its own ends. It is or should be the voluntary expression of a man’s
best self, the result of his willing co-operation with his fellows.
Dictation, compulston, regimentation play a very small part m Plato’s
scheme. If the citizens of his State are divided mnto philosophers,
rulers, admunistrators, and common citizens, 1t 1s because the division
corresponds to their nature and character. They are born with gold,
silver, 1ron, and copper 1n their constitution and will be so educated
and brought up as not to wish to play parts for which they are unfitted.
The rulers will be on the look-out for the child born of iron and copper
parents who may have gold 1 hum, or the child of gold parents
who may have 1ron and copper i him, and the one will be promoted
to the ruling class and the other reduced to the ranks. There will
thus be equality of opportunity and fitness will be the only test. But
prior to everything 1s the right education, which will dispose the citizen
to accept this constitution as commending itself by 1ts self-evident
rightness. If 1t 1ssues 1 anstocracy understood as the rule of the
fittest, it will be because a right-thinking democracy so decides.
Philosophy and politics are so mingled in Plato’s thought that we
are often m doubt whether he 1s developing a philosophic theme i the
guise of politics or a political one 1n the guise of philosophy. To
find the pomnts of juncture between the 1deal State and the theory of
1deas, the parable of the Cave, the vision of Er the Son of Armernuus
about the future life, the discussions on poetry and music, and the
numerous other digressions which enrich this amazing book 1s not
easy for the modern reader. At first sight the dialogue whuch follows
“ wherever the argument leads ” and carries the reader from pomt to
point, with sometimes only a gossamer bridge over the precipices that
divide them, mystifies and even 1rritates the modern mind, accustomed
to formal arrangement and careful classifications of subjects that
Plato lumps together. But throughout we have to bear in mind that
his theme 1s far wider than anything that we understand by politics ;
it 15 not merely the city built with hands but the city of man’s soul
that he 15 exploring. To discover what the good policy is we must
have some clear idea of the meaning of life, the nature of man, and
the workmg of his various faculues. Ethcs, psychology, and religion
join hands in this inquiry, and if we could 1magme Plato criticizing
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modern theories of government, he might consider it a disaster that they
have so often parted company in the subsequent years. There are many
passages 1n the Republic, specually those that dwell on the importance
of the unconscious and the subconscious in education and even on the
significance of dreams in unveiling the lower nature, which anticipate
the most modern psychology. Many later studies in what moderns
call political science are a return to the i1deas of Plato.

4

/But his great significance for his time and generation lay in his bold
affirmation that the object of government was the good life and the
happness of the individual. " It would be an exaggeration to say that
this thought was unknown to the ancient world. We have found
traces in the Egyptian Pyramid age of an unspoken contract between
the Pharaoh and hus people by which the former was bound to do
justice ; the Hebrew prophets had preached that the select circle of
the chosen people were dedicated to the service of a righteous and
jealous God. But looking backwards on history as he knew it, a
Greek of the fourth century would see it taken for granted all over the
barbarian world and over a large part of the Greek world that the
first duty of a ruler was to keep himself m power and be strong against
mternal or external enemies who would deprive him of power.," It1s
not mere cynicism which makes the sophists 1n the Gorgias and the
Republic argue that justice is the interest of the stronger ; they do but
reflect the common opmnion about the purpose of government. The
argument which goes on perpetually in Thucydides about the treat-
ment of prisoners and which assumes that whether they are killed or
spared or sold mnto slavery 1s not a question of mercy or humanity, but
a pure question of expediency, is sometimes attributed to the irony
of the historian ; but it is repeated too often and 1s too seldom
challenged to make 1t seem other than a reflection of common opinion.
True that the Greeks had shown themselves in advance of other
peoples in their detestation of “ tyranny ” and m the means they had
taken to nd themselves of tyrants, but few of them in Plato’s age
would have questioned the assertion that the first duty of the rulers of
a State, whether they called themselves democrats, oligarchs, or
aristocrats, was to maintain themselves in power.
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Nor in fact does Plato question 1t.; He says a State will only be
strong and able ulumately to defend atself 1f it 15’ governed by reason
and justice and makes the well-being of its citizens 1ts first object ;
otherwse 1t will be the vicum of disharmony which will end in revolu-
tion and defeat. But how 1s this state of harmony to be produced ?
In answering these questions Plato brings us to what he calls his
“ waves.” ., /The first 1s that women shall have the same education and
the same status and habihties as men, and share i the toils of war and
i the defence of their country.t” “The second 1s the community of
wives and children for the guardian class.© The third (“the grear
wave, as I call 1t, at which I expect your laughter to be as the letting
out of water ) 1s that |

* Unless exther philosophers become kings in our States or those whom we
now call kings and rulers take to the pursuic of philosophy seriously and
adequately, and there 1s a conjunction of these two things, political power and
philosophic mtelligence, while the motley horde of the natures who at present
pursue either apart from the other are compulsorily excluded, there can be no
cessation of troubles, dear Glaucon, for our States, nor, I fancy, for the human
race erther Nor, until this happens, wall this constitution which we have
been expounding m theory ever be put mto practice withn the hmuts of
possibility and see the light of the sun. But this 1s the thing that has made me
so long shrink from speaking out, because I saw that 1t would be a very
paradoxical saying. For it 1s not easy to see that there is no other way of
happiness either for private or public life.” “ O Socrates,” said Glaucon,
** after hurling at us such an utterance and statement as that, you must expect
to be attacked by a great multitude of our men of light and leading, who forth-
with will, so to speak, cast off their garments and strip and, snatching the first
weapon that comes to hand, rush at you with might and mam, prepared to do
dreadful deeds. And if you don’t find words to defend yourself against them,
and escape their assault then to be scorned and flouted will in very truth be the
penalty you will have to pay.” 2

In the development of this thought Plato poses most of the questions
which were 1n debate in medizval times and are sull at the heart of
the controversies about the nature of government in Europe to-day.

1 Thas appears to apply only to the picked women who are to be the help-
mects of the guardian
2 Republic, V, 473. Trans. Prof. Paul Shorey, Loeb Classical Library.
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What manner of men are these philosophers ? They participate
n a divine wisdom which makes them the natural guardians of justice
and truth ; they have the practical good sense and the fund of know-
ledge which make i combmation the perfect admimstrator ; they
are not empircists, but, as a2 modern would say, men of science
applying scienufic principles to the busmess of government. The
functions which the medizval world divided between Church and
State are united in them. They are both popes and civil mumnisters,
as popes asserting the mystical and transcendental purpose of the
State, as mumsters conducung its mundane affars.  In both capacities
the argument tends to the conclusion that they are mfallible. They
know ; the others know only in part or do not know at all.

More ingratiatng and persuasive descriptions of the qualities that
make the 1deal public man could scarcely be found than i the sec-
uons that develop this theme. But a modern has the uneasy feeling
that behind them there 1s looming up the ugly appanton of the
totalitanan  States, with their domuneering experts and dictators.
These States would assuredly be classed by Plato among the tyrannies
which he regarded as corruptions of his 1deal, but in so far as he en-
courages the 1dea that there 1s a precise kind of knowledge which can
be attamned by experts and applied by them to the business of govern-
ment—in the same way as the engimeer applies hus mathematical for-
mulas to the building of a bridge or a breakwater—he lends himself
to their pretensions. If there is such knowledge and they are in pos-
sesston of it, 1t is absurd that 1t should be questioned and that they
should be tnpped up by an inexpert mob. Plato’s parable of the
navigator who is deposed by the ignorant and unruly crew exactly
fits the case.

Fundamentally the question is whether politics is a science or an
art, a science m which humamty can be treated ‘as’fixed 'material,
sv.ibject to :ii_i_sr_c;ng’ei;:gil:é rules 3qd Pn‘pciples, or an art requirmg constant
adjustments to the undiscoverable and unknowable, the infinite varieties
and free movements of the human spint. It would be absurd to
charge Plato with ignoring the element of change and variety in the
human character. In the last books of the Republic he gives us incom-
parable pictures of the virtues and corrupuons, the flowering and the
decay of the principal types. Other dialogues show a hvely and
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humorous appreciation of the varieties and whimsicalities of different
types. But m certain parts of the Republic they seem to be thrown
into the mould of fixed castes where most of them remain crystallized
and frozen—passive matertal for handling by the philosophers and
experts, but not mtelligent beings with a voice in their own destiny,
or even with the modest right to complain. When these castes are
fixed, all but the highest pass out of political existence.

Thus 1s the logical result of criticizing the existing State with 1ts

iefficiency and disorderhness by setting against it an imaginary perfect
-tate from which human ignorance and fallibihity and human way-
wardness and sinfulness have been elimmated. It is a method which
enables the philosopher to range at large over the whole field of
rehgion and polincs, but is full of pitfalls if selected parts of it are
applied to the actual world of erring mortals. A form of govern-
ment which would be justfied in the hands of angels and demigods
may be a detestable tyranny mn the hands of ambitious and 1gnorant
men.

;

Even on his own ground Plato the politician seems often to be
lost in Plato the philosopher. 'We ask what 1s the specifically polincal
wisdom which hus philosopher kings—* spectators of all time and all
existence ~'—bring to bear upon the government of the State, and the
answer eludes us. When we seem to be near 1t, he escapes into
allegory or employs words and images which cloud his meaning.
He apparently assumes that with therr knowledge of the good in
itself artamed by profound study of the principles of morality in their
youth and early Iife, lus rulers will know intwitively what 1s the wise
course in public affairs. They are to be tested untl the age of thirry
to see if they have the power of secing things together (synopsis),
and whether they are steadfast; they are then to have a five
years' course of dualectics, which seems to mean a study of the
principles of conduct and human life ; they are next to have fifteen
years of expenence through actual contact with the forms of good and
evil about which they have been taught ; and only then, at the age of
fifty, when they have been continually tested to see if they stand bemng
“ pulled about 1n 2ll durections by the circumstances with which they
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have to contend " are they to be permutted to govern and orgamize
the State. In all this the gap between the 1deal good and what 1s
good here and now 1n the conduct of affairs seems never to be bridged,
and there are passages in which Plato himself seems to be in extreme
doubt whether, after all this traming, the philosopher-kings mught
not be extremely impracticable and 1nefficient rulers, if not actually
dangerous and fanatical cranks. No one 1s better aware of the perils
of false dogmas when asserted as truth. In some passages he seems to
say that the philosopher will be of no use unless he finds a aity fit for
him—in which case he would presumably not be needed.

Plato, 1n fact, 1s 1n so much difficulty with his endeavour to treat
politics as 2 science that he 1s constantly thrown back on hus renunder
that after all the “ pattern may be laid up in heaven.” Nevertheless,
what most strikes one on returming to the Republic is that 1t raises
with uncanny foresight one of the fundamental questions about the
nature of government which s sull at 1ssue in Europe to-day. Is
there 2 body of knowledge, existing or ascertamable, in virtue of which
a select foew may clam absolute control over their fellow-men ?
The Christian Catholic Church decided that in the sphere of religion
and morals there was such a body, and for centuries endeavoured to
enforce 1t by methods which, given that assumption, seemed to be
logically justified. The Church stull mamntamns this theory, but has
abandoned the attempt to mpose 1t on the unwilling. Coercion 1s
now the weapon of secular popes, who claim for their political
dogmas the same mfallibility as the Church for 1ts spirttual doctrines,
and who denounce criticism or dissent as treasonable and crimunal.
To discover the proper spheres of science and opmon respectively and
to prevent either from beconung a tyranny 1s sull the main problem of
States destring to be free.
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CHAPTER IX

GLEANINGS FROM THE “ REPUBLIC”

I

ET me try in this chapter to bring together certamn ideas taken
from the Republic which, apart from Plato’s theory of the State

or his general philosophy, have a special interest for the modern world
It 1s impossible to read the second and third books, dealing with the
early education of the rulers, without being struck by their anticipa-
tion of modern theories. We have here a large part of the modemn
philosophy of the subconscious, but without the addiions which in
recent years have given 1t a morbid twist in a sexual direction.  Educa-
tion 1n early years is to be largely mndirect. The soul, which 1s by
nature imitative, 1s to absorb 1ts surroundings without being aware
that it is doing so. Chuldren, therefore, especially m their early years,
are to be protected from contact with corruption and depravity. The
poets whom they read must be compelled to embody 1n their poems
the image of the good character or else take their poetry elsewhere ;
the artists and craftsmen who furnish their surroundings must love

the beautful :

“ Our guardians may not be bred among symbols of evil, as it were in a
pasturage of poisonous herbs, lest grazing freely and cropping from- many
such day by day they little by little and all unawares accumulate and build up
a huge mass of evil in their own souls. But we must look for those craftsmen
who by the happy gift of nature are capable of following the trail of true beauty
and grace, that our young men, dwelling as 1t were in a salvbrious region, may
receive benefit from all thungs about them, whence the influence that emanates
from works of beauty may waft itself to eye or ear like a breeze that brings
from wholesome places health, and so from earlicst childhood insensibly
guide them to likeness, to friendship, to harmony with beautiful reason.”
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“Yes,” he said, “ that would be far the best education for them ” “ And
is it not for this reason, Glaucon,” said I, “ that education in music is most
sovereign, because more than anything else rhythm and harmony find their
way to the mmmost soul and take strongest hold upon 1t, bringing with them
and mmparting grace, if one 1s rightly tramed, and otherwise the contrary ?
And further, because onussions and the failure of beauty m things badly made
or grown would be most quickly percerved by one who was properly educated
in music, and so, feching distaste nghtly, he would praise beautiful things and
take delight 1n them and recewve them into hus soul to foster 1ts growth and
become himself beauttful and good ~ The ugly he would nghtly disapprove
of and hate while still young and yet unable to apprehend the reason, but
when reason came, the man thus nurtured would be the first to give her wel-
come, for by this affinity he would know her.” 1

One thinks of Wordsworth’s “ Beauty born of murmuring sound shall
pass into her face.” Education going forward in these surroundings
is to consist of two parts, “ music” and gymnastics, music covering
all that we should call literature in addition to the songs and sounds
to which the word is limited in modern times. Music takes precedence
of gymnastic or physical culture in the early years and must begin with
the telling of stories which, “ though not wholly destitute of truth, are
in the mam ficutious.” Parents must “ fashion the mind with these
tales even more fondly than they form the body wath their hands ;
and most of those which are now in use must be discarded.”

This brings us to what a modern would call religious education,
which in Plato’s time consisted mamly of tales taken from Homer,
Hesiod, and other poets, * who have ever been the great story-tellers
of mankind.” These are either to be disallowed altogether or to be
severely censored before they are permitted in Plato’s nursery. His
general rule 1s that nothing is to be imputed to God which would be
thought disgraceful if imputed to men. “God is always to be
represented as he truly 1s, and since he 1s truly good, he must be repre-
sented as such.” This standard would disallow large parts of the Old
Testament and not a little of what in past umes has been taught as
Chrisuan doctrine.

Associated with this part of the argument is the profound suspicion

1 Republic, ITI, 401 Trans. Prof. Paul Shorey, Loeb Classical Library
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with which Plato regards poetry and music and the plastic arts. Being
humself arr artist and poet, he is haunted by a doubt of the effects of
the arts on the emotionally susceptible. Certamn kinds of music are
enervating and demoralizing ; their effect on the character is like
dram-drinking 1 The poets use their art as a means of tickling the
palate of demos  In another dialogue (the Gorgias) poetry, especially
tragic poetry, 1s classed with rhetoric as a branch of art appealing to
and pleasing the crowd, and it is associated wath the arts of the con-
fectioner and the perfumer. In the old days, says Plato, the audience
was swayed by people who knew bettter than they ; at present there
15 a theatrocracy on a low level of taste and the dramatist plays down
to 1t.

This is an odd mversion of the modern view that poetry is a luxury
of high-brows. It is difficult to think of Zschylus, Sophocles, and
Eunpides tickling the ears of the groundlings. That such a thought
could cross the mind of Plato throws a sudden shaft of light on the
state of culture of the Athenian demos. But the artist, whether poet
or pamter, is represented as in a chronic state of conflict with reahity.
He 15 an imitator who puts before us not the purpose and meaning of
Iife, but certain appearances only, who distracts the mind and keeps
it playing on the gaudy surface of things. I can imagine a modernist
painter or poet finding appropriate passages in Plato in defence of
his efforts to dive below the surface and express something that is in
his mind about them, but Plato, I think, would have answered that 1t
was the nature of the plastic arts to express the outward aspect of
things, and that in attempting to go behind 1t the artist was exceeding
hus part and trespassing on the ground of the philosopher. The artist
can only deal with appearances, but he must do so quietly and soberly.

Plato is divided between Ius love of the arts and hus fear of what
moderns call the artistic temperament. He will praise the poet, tell
him what a beautiful creature he 15, and then put a garland round his
neck and conduct him to the frontier. Having witnessed the down-
fall of Athens, he seems to be oppressed by the thought that the city
beautiful, so thrllingly described in the great Funeral Oration of

! Nettleship, op. cit., p 342. An old music-master used to speak of
“ slarney-blarney, backbone-rotting tunes.”
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Pericles, was over-astheticized, and owed some of her disasters to the
diversity of her interests and the preoccupation of her gifted and
versatile cidizens wath the glitter and gatety of their surroundings. In
his 1deal state he tries to get the best of both worlds. The young, as
we have seen, are to grow up amidst fair sights and sounds—one
thinks of the view of Athens from the groves of Academe and the
sound of the shepherd’s pipe coming in from the fields—but the poet
and the artist are to play a carefully limited part in their subsequent
education or i the Iife of the adult citizen. It seems ungrateful to
the artist, whose services must, one would suppose, have been enlisted
to provide the fair sights surrounding the cradle of youth, but mn all
this and especially 1n hus suspicion of the theatre and the actor, Plato
anticipates seventeenth-century Puntans. Actors and public enter-
tamers are in the same disgrace with him as with them. Imitation
kindles his wrath : “ The man who has no self-respect will imutate
anybody and anything ; sounds of nature, cries of amimals ; he will
whistle like the wind, rattle like hail, growl like thunder, play on any
instrument ; also he wall bark like a dog, baa like a sheep, and crow
like a cock.” Actng is a violation of character which should be kept
one and whole. What Plato would have said to modern “ variety
dispensed by wireless to a mullion homes 1s beyond thinking. But
while he moralizes, hus touch 1s so light and gay that we can never

think of lum as a killjoy.

2

e

Gymnastic or physical culture follows music in education, with the
proviso that since the soul is related to body as cause to effect, if we
educate the soul, we can safely leave the body in its charge. But there
are certain hints. The ordinary gymnastic of the wrestling ground is
a sleepy, heavy sort of thing, and apt to be dangerous when left off
suddenly. But diet is important. Siciltan cookery and Attic con-
fections are to be avoided like Corinthian courtesans. It is disgraceful
to employ a physician not for the cure of wounds or epidemics but
because a man has blown himself out like 2 bladder and has more
diseases than he knows the names of, or than existed in the days of
Asclepius. The system of nursing disease is a modern invention
mtroduced by a fashionable tramer who by a combination of medicine
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and training tortured first himself and then a good many other people
and died a long time after he ought to have died.

Ascleptus, who was a statesman, refused to practise this art because
he knew that the citizens of a well-ordered State had no leisure tobe 1ll.
That 15 the luxury of men who can afford 1t. The rest must be at
their busmess ; if they recover, well and good ; if not, there is an end
of them. Asclepius and lis sons did not wish to preserve useless
lives or raisc up puny offspring to wretched parents. They would,
therefore, have nothing to do with persons whose hives were of no
use exther to themselves or to others, even though they mught have
made large fortunes out of them. Harley Street would have been
ruthlessly cut down and its practice limited to the deserving and
curable sick, useful and busy people of moderate means who could not
afford to be ill for more than the briefest space of time or to pay more
than the most moderate fees. A further discouragement to the
practice of medicine is that the physician 1s required to have had
experience of disease in his own body. Plato stops short of Samuel
Butler’s Erewhon, in which sickness is a cime for which a sick person
15 hable to find himself in the dock, but he has no mercy on invalidism.

In gymnastic the mean must be found between the athleticism
which makes men stupid and the culture which makes them soft.
But the end in view is military service, and children are to be habituated
to it from early years. Plato goes the length of saying that their
parents should take them to look on at a battle just as potters’ boys are
taken to look on at the wheel. To the parents themselves, he says, as
to other animals, the sight of the young ones will prove a great incen-
tive to bravery, but the young ones must not run mto any serious
danger, though some risk may be taken for the sake of the tramng,
They should be placed in the hands of veterans and provided with
swift horses to enable them to escape. For that reason one of the
first things to be done is to teach the young to nde.

Plato 1s evidently no pacifist. The most warlike of moderns may
well find something repulsive in his idea of taking children to witness
scenes of wounds and slaughter. Yet there are the germs of inter-
nationahsm in his 1deal. He draws a clear distinction between wars
between Greeks, which are civil wars and ought to be avoided, and
wars between Greeks and barbarians, which are necessary for the
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defence of their liberty.  Greeks should not enslave Greeks or devastate
one another’s terntory. They should be “ lovers of Hellas and think
of Hellas as their own land and share in the common tcmples.”
Differences between them should be regarded not as war but as
quarrels between friends who mtend some day to be reconciled.
They will be correctors, not enenues. At the end of the Pelopon-
nesian war, with all that Greek had suffcred at the hands of Greek m
vivid and bitter memory, this 1dea may well have secmed as remote
and Utopian as that of European nations hiving in peace with the
League of Nations playing the part of ““corrector.” To Plato, as
to all Greeks, the * barbarian ” remains outside the pale, but 1t was
something 1n his day to dream of peace within the pale.

3

Plato observes that since States are made of flesh and blood and not
of ““ oak and rock,” there must be five human natures m individuals
which correspond to the five States into which he divides the possible
constitutions : the 1deal, the timocratic, the oligarchical, the demo-
cratic, and the tyrannical. This 1s in strict accord with his governing
idea that the consttution of States should correspond to the inner
nature of man, but when worked out in detail it seems straned and
far-fetched to the modern reader (and extremely exasperatung to the
student who 1s—or was—expected to memorize 1t). Nevertheless,
it gives him an opportunity of mtroducing the bnlliant sketches of
human types which fill the eighth and ninth books of the Republic,
and have a real, even 1if they have lost their symbolical, significance.
His contemporaries would probably have recognized these as portraits
of men they knew, and thus have gained a clear idea of what he meant
by lus classifications and have related them to Greek history. There
is, I think, a cryptic element in these books which is beyond recovery,
but this does not affect what is mainly of mterest to the modern reader,
namely hus criticism of democracy and the steps by which he supposes
it to pass over mnto tyranny.

By democracy Plato means the civic condition in which everybody
is at liberty to do what he chooses and to consider himself the equal of
everybody else. It “ assigns equality alike to the equal and unequal.”
Such a constitution is the exact opposite of the 1deal Republi, in
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which all the ciuzens have their work and their stations 1n hife assigned
to them according to their capacity and upbringing, and government
is by general consent delegated to a class of experts bred and tramed
for the purpose.

The first count agamnst democracy, then, is that 1t 1s disorderly.
It is full of busybodies who are perpetually encroaching on the spheres
of the experts, playing many parts, being everything by starts and
nothing long. It 1s *“a charming form of government, full of variety
and disorder, and dispensing equality to equals and unequals alike.”
The democratic city is frank and free and “ spangled with the manners
and characters of mankind like an embroidered robe which 1s spangled
with every sort of flower.” And * just as women and children think
variety charming, so there are many men who will deem thus to be the
fairest of States.” In a democracy “ the master fears and flatters Ius
scholars, and the scholars despise their masters and tutors ; and in
general young and old are alike ; the young man 1s on a level with the
old and 1s ready to compete with him in word or deed ; and old men
condescend to the young and are full of pleasantry and gaiety ; they
do not like to be thought morose and authoritative and therefore they
adopt the manners of the young.” Even the animals catch the
infection and get out of control. In such an atmosphere drones, who
produce nothing, multiply and hive on politics. “ They are almost
the entire ruling power, and the keener sort speak and act, while the
rest sit buzzing about the rostrum and will not permit a word to be
said on the other side.”

It is useful to turn back from these passages, which are culled from
the eighth book, to the seventh, in which Plato arraigns the democratic
society—obviously that of Athens—which he sees around him. He is
asking why the philosophic soul is so easily corrupted and its narrow
path is so difficult to follow. The answer is that it is born into an
atmosphere which 1s largely fatal to 1, that of the public opinion which
envelops it in the Assembly, the law-courts, the theatre, the army,
everywhere where men are gathered together. This public opinion
is invincible and irresponsible ; it is the source of law and the principal
educator. It is “ the one great sophist ” ; the men who are called by
that name and who are supposed to be corrupting youth do but repeat
and formulate the dictates of the society which blames them for its
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own shortcomings.!  Sophusts and politicians are curiously identified
in these passages, and we are often 1 doubt whether Plato means to
place the blame upon the sophist-politicians or upon the society which
1s both the great sophist and the “ great beast ” who needs to be fed
by political sophustry. Several of the passages most often quoted as
in dispraise of pohticians seem to be addressed 1ot to those whom a
modern would call by that name, but to all sorts of performers and
mountebanks whom he saw trying to catch the fancy of the multitude.
Best-selling novehsts, greatly circulating newspapers, popular painters
and film-stars would certamnly not have escaped Plato’s scrutiny if he
had been living in these times.

4

It was evidently a very special kind of democracy in which the
popular leaders could be depicted as perverted philosophers. It is as
though a modern critic of institutions were to trace m the careers of
Asquith, Balfour, or Curzon the corruption, m their contact with the
great beast, of the principles they had learnt or ought to have learnt
in the philosophy schools of Oxford and Cambridge. It is possible
that even 1n these august quarters Plato would have discovered some
sophists.

But this, too, 1s the logical result of the equation between philosophy,
understood as knowledge of the good and the expert knowledge
supposed to be needed for government, which runs through the whole
of Plato’s criticism of institutions. This knowledge requires the
supremacy of the philosopher or, as we should say, the expert. So
far from realizing this ideal, the actual State, as he sees it, is infested
with amateurs who pretend to know everything and in fact know
nothing, and who prevent the experts doing their proper business
by railing at them and invading their territory. Justice and good
government depend upon every man remamning within his own terri-
tory and dong the work for which he is competent, whereas in a
democracy the ignorant and incompetent are running about all over
the ground and preventing those who know from using their know-
ledge. It seems highly probable that, if he were living in these times,

1 Nettleship, op. cit , 11, p. 206.
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Plato would choose the journalist as his type of the * democratic ”
man, for no one in these days is more afflicted with the busybodiness
which mcurs hus greatest wrath and is one of the marks of the unjust
man. What, mdeed, would he have said of anyone who, like the
wrter of this book, has written some 12,000 articles on a thousand
different subjects and a dozen books wandering at large over a dozen
fields of study, and who, in the mtervals of this labour, has served on
public Commussions dealing with subjects so remote from one another
as the relations of railways and traders, the reform of the marriage
laws, the reform of the land laws, the government of Egypt, the proper
method of the manufacture of arms ; who has sat on the bench as a
magstrate and presided over a commuttee which is charged with
obtaming recruats for the army ? If justice consists in everybody doing
his own business and nobody doing anybody else’s, what better
example could there be of the unjust man? Such a way of hfe is
necessarily one long offence against the rule of the philosopher-kings
—the experts dispensing knowledge i spheres exclusively their own.

There are times when modern States return to this 1dea—as when
President Roosevelt summons  brain-trusts ” to help him through
the economic tangle or Governments appoint royal commissions to
tide over a time when the public is calling for action and no ore knows
whattodo. And nothing is more desirable than that ground on which
knowledge is really exact and scientific principles can be applied to
measurable materials should be raled off from the political battle-
ground. But modern experience suggests that this territory is very
limited and that any premature attempt to enlarge it leads to dis-
aster. The “ brain trusts” and the scientific general staffs are often
even more at sea than the amateurs when launched on the great
ocean of unknown and variable factors that enter into the hfe of a
modern nation.

5
Both Communists and Fascists have claimed Plato’s support for their
doctrines, and erther can make a certaini plhy,w\zvlth him by judicious
selection and suppression. The Communist points to certain passages
in which he speaks of poor and rich being at war m some Greek cities,
and supposes him to have anticipated the Marxizn idea of class-war.
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As already pointed out, the poor of the Greek cities were a compara-
tvely small proportion of the whole and the existence of slavery
would alone be sufficient to vitiate comparison withmodern conditions.!
Plato takes slavery for granted as part of the fixed basis of any human
soctety. To be rough with slaves, he says, is a sign of imperfect
education, for “ the educated man 1s too proud for that.” A proper
pride forbids the famtliarity of roughness with bemngs so far below him.
Nor has he much to tell us about the lower orders of the free citizens
in his 1deal State. His mnterest scems to be exhausted when he has
finished with lus guardians and auxiharies (émixovpot), and even so
he has left a considerable margin of doubt as to the nature and duties
of the ““ auxiharies.”  As to the other classes we get only a few hints.
The poor are not to be pampered nor, unless they have been promoted
in childhood as having gold m their composition, to be encouraged to
rise above their class. The artisan is to have only as much money as
ke needs to support humself and buy hus tools. The husbandman is
in very low repute, for cowards and deserters among the auxiliaries
are to be *“ degraded to the class of husbandmen.” Nothing could less
resemble a classless socicty than the graded caste system of the Republic.

Both Fascaist and Communust may turn the 1dea of the philosopher-
kings to their own use, but the author of the Republic would be the
last to approve of their violent methods 1 One of the ruling ideas of
the Republic 15 that of voluntary acceptance By the citizens of institu-
uons which they find by experence to be good for them. Therr
education is to be'a gradual turning of the eye to the light ; 1t may
‘take a generation or longer, but the philosopher-ruler must be patient
and not imuzate the sophists and sham-educators who fly to attainder
and confiscation and death when their words fail : “ Oh, my friend,
I sard, do not have such a bad opinion of mankind. They will surely
be of another mind, if gently and persuasively you show them the
philosopher we have described, accczling to his true character and
profession.” It 1s this mward conversion that Plato always has m
mind m the Republic. A somewhat different story, as we shall
presently see, may have to be told about hus later writmgs.

1 For the number of ciuzens in Athens, see Companion to Greek Studies
(ed. Leonard Whibley), pp. 413—4.
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6

Plato’s crincism of democracy 1s much more often quoted than his
denuncrations of tyranny, and Ins idea that the one must pass over into
the other 1s commonly accepted as a generalization which has been
justfied by history. But it really amounts to httle more than ths,
that where there is disorder m a State the tyrant gets his opportunity.
He has got 1t indubitably in recent years in European States, in which
dictators have come on the scene to clear up disorder caused by the
farlure not of established democracies but of inexperienced or fanatical
partisans to combine sufficiently to keep order and carry on administra~
tion. Mankind will accept anything rather than anarchy.

Plato’s Tyrant s one of the subtlest of his portraits. Heisthe manwho
offers humself as a protector of the people, and getting the mob behind
him, Jalls or bamshes his opponents, or “ by the favourite method of
false accusation brings them into court and murders them.” After
this “ what can be lus destiny but either to perssh at the hands of s

enemies or from being 2 man to become a wolf—that 1s, a tyrant 2

* At the start and 1n the first days does he not smile upon all men and greet
everybody he meets and deny that he is a tyrant, and promise many things n
private and public, and having freed men from debts and distributed lands to
the people and his own assocuates, he affects a gracious and gentle manner to
all?” “Necessarily,” said Glaucon. “Butwhen, Isuppose, hehascometo terms
with some of us exiled enemies, and has got others destroyed and 1s no longer
disturbed by them, in the first place he is always surring up some war so that
the people may be in need of a leader.” “ That 1s likely.” “ And also that
being impoverished by war-taxes they may have to devote themselves to their
daily busmess and be less likely to plot against hm?” * Obviously.”
“ And if, I presume, he suspects that there arc free spirits who will not suffer
hus domunation, his further object 1s to find pretexts for destroying them by
exposing them to the enemy ?  From all these motves a tyrant 1s compelled
to be always provoking wars 2" “ Yes, he 1s compelled to do so.” “ And
by such conduct will he not the more readily incur the hostlity of the citi-
zens?” “Of course.” “ And is 1t not likely that some of those who helped
to establish and now share in his power, voicing their disapproval of the course
of events, will speak out frankly to hum and to one another—such of them as
happen to be the bravest?” “ Yes, 1t is likely.” *“ Then the tyrant must
do away with all such if he is to maintain hus rule, until he has left no one of
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any worth, friend or foe” “ Obviously.” “He must ook sharp to see,
then, who 1s brave, who 1s great-souled, who 1s wise, who 15 rich ; and such s
his good fortune that, whether he wishes it or not, he must be their enemy and
plot agamst them all until he purge the city.” “ A fine purgation,” he said.
*“Yes,” said I, ““just the opposite of that which physicians practise on our
bodies, for while they remove the worst and leave the best, he does the
reverse”  “Yes, for apparently he must,” he said, *“if he is to keep hs
power.” 1

This passage has certainly not staled with the lapse of tme. It
even gives the modern reader a certain thrill m re-reading it to come
upon the precise word “ purge ” (kaBapuds) employed by twenueth-
century dictators for the process by which they rid themselves of their
more dangerous opponents.

The final stage is that the people will discover too late the kind of
monster 1t has been fostering m its bosom, too late since by that time
he will have taken away their arms and concentrated all power in his
own hands.

It seems to me that these passages are quite as well worth reviving in
these times as Plato’s warnings agamnst democracy. It may be added
that Plato has no patience with the hiterary admurers of tyranny. He
would bansh the tragic poets who speak of tyranny as god-like. After
all, he was an Athenian, and was it not an Athenian who said that the
Greek words for freedom (eleuthetia isagoria, isonomia) were beautiful
words having the sound of music?

1 Republic, VIII, 567, trans. Professor Shorey, Loeb Classical Library.
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CHAPTER X

THE LATER PLATO

I

O follow Plato’s thought to its conclusion we must glance
briefly at two other dialogues which come after the Republic,
the Politicus and the Laws The Republic holds 1ts place in his mind
as the 1deal best, but he finds 1t necessary to contemplate a certain
dilution of 1ts counsels of perfection to fit actual human conditions.
In his classification of States m the minth book of the Republic he
had said that he counted as one the monarchical and the anstocratic
types of Government, but his preference then scemed to be for the
anstocratic over the monarchical. The philosopher-kings or guardians
of the Republic were to be not single but plural and all of them seemed
to have equal responsibility. In the Politicus, the next of lus pohtical
dialogues, he definitely makes hs choice for one monarch. Why,
indeed, should there be more than one if this one is a philosopher, the
spectator of all ime and all existence, the embodiment of perfect
wisdom who “always knows what ought to be done.” There
follows an even bolder thought, but agamn perfectly logical—why
should this all-wise and absolutely disinterested and unselfish bemg be
hampered by what is called law ? Regis voluntis suprema lex must
be the right formula for such a being. Law is within him and he
must have perfect freedom to dispense 1t as he chooses. “ What is
ordmanly called law is an impediment to knowledge, and knowledge
1s true sovereign.” The monarch bemng endowed with all necessary
knowledge must be not a constitutional sovereign owng allegiance to
law, but the actual head of the Statc wielding all executive power and
domg what in virtue of his supreme knowledge he deems right.
But Plato 1s aware, as he develops this theme, that he is moving
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farther and farther from reahty. He has painted not 2 man but a
god, all-knowing and absolutely disinterested, whose reign would
certanly dispense with mortal-made law, which is an institution arising
out of human fallibility. Unfortunately—or fortunately—there is
no earthly monarch who possesses this knowledge or can be trusted
with this absolute power. We are thus at length back m the region
of the possible and practicable—the region in which compromuses
must be accepted, and the ideal suffers some eclipse because of the hard-
ness of the human heart. In thus region law must be permutted as 2
lesser evil than oligarchy, democracy, or tyranny unchecked by law.
By the standard now adopted democracy, though far below the ideal
monarchy or aristocracy, 1s regarded as superior to ohigarchy and far
preferable to tyranry, which, as the corruption of the monarchical
best, 1s always m the deepest depths mn Plato’s classifications.

His major premuss 1s stll that the rulers are, like the philosophers of
the Republic, men of all-embracing knowledge and complete dis-
mterestedness, who will abide by laws of their own making. Buc
by this tume he scems to have abandoned lus rehance on suasion and
education and to be willing to give them carte blanche to govem either
by free-will or by compulsion so long as they govern according to
knowledge Yet he 1s equally clear that the worst results are reached
when law 1s flouted by rulers who are unscientfic and governed by
self-interest. It has been suggested on the strength of certain passages
which countenance the use of force by scientific rulers that he would
have approved the ruthless sacrifice of hife by modern dictators in their
effort to make their will prevail. Nothing is less probable, but 1t 1s
true that a subtle change is now going forward whereby the poet and
philosopher dealing 1n parables and symbols and mstering to the
spirit gives place to the less amiable but much more famihar figure
of the doctrinaire seeking to enforce lus specifics on a reluctant people.

4

-~

The Laws, which 1s Plato’s last word on the art of government, is
supposed to reflect hus disillusion after the farlure of his visit to Siaily
and hus attempt to persuade the tyrant Dionysius to apply the principles

+of the Republic to the government of Syracuse. The story is em-
broidered with many details culled from the Platonic Epistles whose
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authentiaity 1s sall a subject of lively dispute among scholars. That
Plato went to Sialy, that he was deeply disappointed with the results
of hus efforts, and that he rcturned with a hvely sense of the need of
training young men 1n the true philosophic foundations of pohtical
action and so was led to the establishment of hus famous Academy is not
m doubt  But none of thus has any serious bearing upon his political
thought. 'To the end the Republic remains m his mind as the “ best
thing ” and the schemes proposed m the Politicus and the Laws as
the ““ second best.”  The difference between the two is that he realizes
that the best is unattamable 1n any likely circumstances and now devotes
himself to making the best of the second-best. Like Burke, he con-
siders ita great part of wisdom to discover how much of an evil it is
necessary to tolerate. Nothing is revoked, but a new start is made on
the ground of practical politics.

The special interest of the Laws, on which he 1s supposed to have
been still at work when he died in 347 B.c., is that 1t poses the central
problem of government in the terms in which i ¥ould sell be stated
after the lapse of more than 2000 years. If tyranny 1s an abomination
and“an all-wise monarchy is impossible, what remams but a *“ mixed
pohty ” in which monarchy and democracy, authority and hberty
are someliow reconciled 2, The mixture must be not of the bad but
of the good sides of both ; ; it must seek _peace, not the kind ‘of
peice m which one party has destroyed the other, but the peace of
harmony n which both are reconciled under one leader.! Plato
speaks of “a moderate form of government under elected magis-
trates ” as bemg vastly superior to * complete hiberty unfettered by
any authonty,” and in the sixth book of the Laws he is seen conscien-
tiously striving to keep the balance even between the different prin-
caples. Communism and the community of wives and chuldren now
disappear ‘from the picture, whether for the rulers or for ordinary
atizens. Instead there are laws to prevent accumulationsof property
1n a few hands and to secure its even distribution.  There'is to be free
trade with other States, but 1t is to be conducted by aliens, for Plato 1s
of opinion that the practice of commerce 1s beneath the dignity of a

1 See on thus subjeet, Ernest Barker, Political Thought of Plato and Aristotle,
p- 187.
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full Greek citizen. In regard to institutions there is to be what we
should call a constituent Assembly to start the State and select the
necessary officials A Council of 360 is to be elected in four groups
from different propertied classes, and the army 1s to be entirely self-
governing. “ All who belong to the mulitary forces shall vote for the
commanders, all who carry shields for the taxiarchs ; all the cavalry
shall elect for themselves phylarchs ; the commanders shall appoint
for themselves captams of skirmishers, archers, or any other branch
of the service.”! The modemn advocates of soldiers’ and sailors’
councils could scarcely desire more.

In other respects 1t has been much debated whether Plato’s solution
n the Laws is oligarchic or democratic, but this is mainly a matter of
words. A council numbering 360 in a State of the size2 he was
contemplating could scarcely be regarded as an ohgarchy, even though
elected on a property qualification. We are here at the beginning of
what moderns call representative msututions. Instead of the pure
democracy of Athens in which every citizen is a member of the Assem-
bly and has an equal voice m it, we now have a council of hmited
numbers, elected by different classes of property-owners. But with
this qualification the new State is all-powerful. Its law covers the
whole of life, moral, religious, and material ; its Government can
follow every individual into every nook and cranny of what we now
call his private hfe. It is, in fact, what moderns call totalitarzan. It is
true that Plato still prefers that law shall be enforced not by punish-
ment and the secular arm, but by education and the appeal of mind
to mind, but he provides an apparatus of compulsion which raises a
strong presumption that the State of the Laws would degenerate into
the same kind of tyranny as the modern totalitarian State.

3

Still more so when we consider the enormous importance which
Plato attaches to an education which shall take children of tender

1 Laws, VI, 756.
2 Apparently the number of enfranchised aitizens was to be less than
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If anyone commits impiety either by word or deed, he that meets with
him shall defend the law by informing the magistrates, and the first magis-
trates who hear of 1t shall brmg the man up before the court appomted to
decide such cases, and 1f any magzstrate on hearing of the matter fail to do this,
he himself shall be liable to a charge of impiety at the hands of him who wishes
to punish him on behalf of the laws.

A distinction is made between the atheist who is a just man and a hater
of evil, and the atheist who 1s an evil hiver ; yet both must be punished,
and of the two the good atheist is the more dangerous, since he 1s
more likely to convert other people. The impiety which results
from ignorance but is not of evil disposition is to be treated by a special
kind of incarceration for five years during which the offenders are
to be visited only by the elders (members of the Nocturnal Council),
who ““ will minister to their souls’ salvation by admomition.” If
when the period of their incarceration is over, any of them seems to
be reformed, “ he shall dwell with those who are reformed, but if in
reality he 1s not reformed and if he be convicted again on a like charge
he shall be punished with death.” The whole atmosphere of this
and simular passages is ecclesiastical, even, we mught say, medizval.
The book has been well quarried to provide justification for perse-
cutors and heresy-hunters.

Yet, mn spite of everything, Plato again and again repeats that true
morality 15 the voluntary acceptance of the good by the gzgh,‘tlyﬂ
educated man. He makes Chmas, the Cretan spokesman in the
Liws quote with approval the ““ common saying that good Athenians
are always superlatively good,” for “they alone are good not by
outward compulsion but by inner disposition.” How, then, it may
be asked, does he justify the formidable apparatus for outward
compulsion which he proposes in his latest constitution® Con-~
cewvably he might answer that thisis a2 *“second-best ” constitution,
requiring a coercion of sinful mortals which would be unnecessary
in the heavenly model, but his theory that right conduct depends on
right knowledge leads logically to the conclusion that the man who
1s 1ignorant, whether from wilfulness or blindness, must be eliminated
from a virtuous State if his 1ignorance proves mvincible.

Thus at every turn we are driven back on the presupposition that
there is a body of dactrine in the possession of one man or a group of
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men which the true believer will recognize and joyfully accept, and
which unbelievers must be compelled to accept, if only to prevent
them leading others astray. For the citizens of the heavenly aty
with the eyes of their souls turned to the light this may be a blessed
revelation ; in the hands of fallible mortals ruling over their fellow-
men it easily becomes an instrument of persecution and tyranny. It
is impossible for a modern to read the Laws without perceiving in the
light of medizval and modern nstances the ultdmately pernicious
consequences of the theory that politics is an exact science of which
the principles and methods have been discovered by certan favoured
beings. If that assumption 1s granted, all encroachments on their
sphere and especially those which seek justification mn the name of
democracy must be resisted as intrusions of the inexpert, and political
heresy becomes as much sin and crime as religious was 1n the eyes of
medizval ecclesastics.

5

These observations 1 no way detract from the greatness of Plato
as a pohtical thinker. To read him again 1s to be impressed with his
astonishing genius, his capaaity for abstract thinking, his wide-ranging
human interests, lus humour, his wat, his eloquence, the beauty of his
literary style. If only i some of these respects his successors could
have followed in his footsteps, what a place by now might not
philosophy have filled in the daily life of ordmary people ! Itis as
easy for a modern reactionary, Fascist or Communst, to quote Plato as
for the devil G quote scripture, mndeed, in some respects easier, for
the dramatic form in which he writes often leaves it uncertain whether
he is speaking for himself or putting some paradox which helps to
develop his theme into the mouth of one of his characters. But to
treat him literally as a guide to practical politics is to mistake our real
debt to him. That debt—and 1t is immense—lies manly in the fact
that he took a great mass of unsorted material touching the govern~
ment of niankifid and from it extricated and stated explicitly the chief
problems which have faced the world from his time till now. What
iS ¢hé triie relation of rulers and ruled ?  Can the exercise of authority
by the former be reconciled with the enjoyment of liberty by the
latter ?_ Are right and wrong, justice and injustice the same for the
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State as for individuals ? Is there a science of politics which can be
discovered and applied with the same certainty to human affars as
the science of mathematics to the building of a bridge or the prediction
of an eclipse ? If not, must we walk in darkness or is there a sphere in
which science should rule and another sphere in which wisdom may be
sought through the play of opinion using the mstrument of debate
and dialectics, of which Plato himself was a master ? ; And behund all
this, what 1s the object of the State and the nature of the good life
which it is presumed to be secking ? Is it to be found on earth or
must we look beyond to the pattern laid up in heaven, of which the
earthly process 1s but a dim shadow ?

And then, apart from all questions of politics, the writings of Plato
present us, 1n the richness of their contents, with a picture of Greek
Iife which at every turn throws a challenge to the modemn world.
We are back in a society in which a majority of men and women are
immeasurably more cultivated and sensiive to art and beauty than
the masses in the modern world. We are in 2 aity in which immense
numbers spend their hohdays in listening to the masterpieces of tragedy
and comedy, in which the crivc of democracy wonders whether so
much devotion to art, music, and literature may not be bad for its
morals ; 1 which it is the acknowledged duty of the State to provide
beautiful buildings, sumptuous temples, noble monuments. Beside it
there r1ses up the vision of the modern aity, with 1ts factories and slums,
the modern crowd taking holiday, the popular press and the hiterature .
on which the great majority feed.

And yet, on the other side, this ancient society lives on slavery,
pracuses infanucide, is without any conception of humanity or mercy
except for the limited circle of its own Greek world ; is grossly super-
stitous and even, when it calls itself a democracy, without any real
sense of the hiberty and tolerance which the modern thinks essential
to a hiberal democratic state.



CHAPTER XI

ARISTOTLE

I

HE greatness of Aristotle 1s attested by the ages, but as a pohitical
writer he has some characteristics which are a stumbling-block
to his readers. Among these are his extreme contentiousness about
small points ; hus lack of arrangement ; his habit of repeating himself,
but each time with shight differences which make one wonder whether
he means to say something different or has merely forgotten what he
said before ; the grudging acknowledgment of his debt to his masters
and predecessors, especially Plato; the seeming walfulness of his
misunderstanding in certain of his criticisms of them ; his crabbed
style, his pedagogic manner. One feels a certain sympathy with the
youthful Alexander, whose tutor he was for eight years, if he dis-
coursed in this style and did not succeed in making himself clearer
than he does to some of his adult modern readers. .
The common explanation of these and other idiosyncracies is that
his books, as they have come down to us, are mainly notes for lectures
rather than set compositions, and it is suggested that other versions of
them were in existence which justfied Cicero’s tribute to his eloquence
and the “ golden flow ” of his stylel It is also suggested that in
delivering his lectures Aristotle would have bridged the gaps in his
notes and perhaps have included more generous references to his pre-
decessors than are to be found in his works as we now have them.
These are questions for scholars on which I am not qualified to
express an opinion. But whatever the explanation, the reader feels
1n passing from Plato to Aristotle as if he had exchanged the company

1 “ Flumen orationis aureum fundens Aristoteles.”
7 o7



of a genius and poet for that of a professor, lecturer, and tutor.!
There are passages in which we can almost hear lum rapping out his
firsthes, secondlies, and thurdlies, and making the necessary pauses
while his pupils take notes.  Yet of we can get over a certan distaste
for hus pedagogic manner and a certain disappomntment at the numerous
lacunz and seeming inconsequencesin his political writings, as they have
reached us, 1t is precisely these matter-of-fact qualines which help us
forward in the history of political thought.

Anstotle opened Ius school at Athens in 335 B.c., about twelve
years after Plato’s death, and his principal works are supposed to have
been wrtten in the next ten years. He is m agreement with Plato
in regarding ethics and pohitics as one study, in assigming moral and
sprritual significance to the association of men 1n the State, i believing
that the happy life, which 1s the life of virtue, is the end which God
and nature have ordained both for the individual and the State—the
end to which the whole creation moves. Where he parts company
with Plato is in denying the virtue of an ideal which, as Plato admits,
may not be realizable on earth. In Aristotle’s view, as propounded in
the Politics, political theorizing is only useful in so far as it keeps within
the limits of the possible here and now. He analyses existing States
and constitutions according as they conform to or depart from certamn
types, which in the end are fined down to democracy and oligarchy,
but always keeps an eye on their practical results. Both the dominant
types are departures from his ideal (which seems to be monarchy m
the hands of an all-wise, perfectly disinterested, but non-existent
monarch), but be thinks that in a combination of the two we may
discover something which approximates to it as nearly as is possible
mn the conditions of mundane, practical politics.

Plato himself, as we have seen, had made a similar descent from the
ideal to the actual in his later books, the Politicus and the Laws, where
also an elaborate discussion may be found of the ““second best”
institutions possible in the actual world ; and if we are concerned to
support him against his pupil, we may easily discover that he had
anticipated a considerable number of Aristotle’s criticisms. As

' 1 This does not apply to the Ethics, which, especially m the later books, con-
tains passages of almost apostolic fervour.
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between the two philosophess it is sufficient to bear m nund that
Anstotle is very often bringing to bear on Plato’s philosophic parable
standards fetched from the everyday life which Plato himself had, for
hs special purpose, deliberately discarded The two men are 1n this
respect moving on different planes, Plato (in the Republic) covering
the whole field of religion and philosophy, Aristotle (in the Politics)
concentrating on practical affaurs.

2

It is with Anstotle the practical politician that this chapter 1s con-
cerned. I will therefore leave aside hus discussion of the ongins of
the State and his classifications and analyses of the existing govern-
ments of Greece, in order to concentrate on his sketch of the ideal
State 1n Books VII and VIII of the Politics,! which may be presumed to
contam his 1deas of what ought to be within the limits of the possible.
At the outset we find hum, even more than Plato, shuttin himself
. “within the limits of the Grcck city-state.  Good law, by ‘which he
means a good constitution, is difficult if not impossible, he thinks, in
an over-populous State. Who 1s to be the leader of any great mult-
tude or its public crier if he has not the voice of a Stentor ? The
number of citizens 1s to be the largest possible 1n order to ensure
mndependence of life, but not so large that it cannot be comprehended
1 a single view.

Of what human material should such a State be composed ? It
must have husbandmen who supply food, artisans, an army, a pro-
pertied class, a priesthood, and judges of questions of justice and pohcy.
In an undiluted democracy all ctizens are considered qualified to
perform all these functions, but thus is not to be desired. No fully
enfranchised citizen should lead a mechamcal and commercial life,
for such a life 1s ignoble and opposed to virtue. Functions must be
distributed according to age, experience and capacity. But certain
practcal considerations need to be borne in mind. Thus the classes
which have arms m their hands have also m their hands the con-
tinuance or the dissolution of the constitution. Therefore both the

1 The editions vary mn the order in which they place the books. In some
the books here numbered VII and VIII are placed as IV and V
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nilitary and the deliberative or judicial functions should be assigned
o the same persons, but not at the same ume. The younger should
serve in the army, the elder perform judicial and deliberanve duties,
and the old take up the priestly duties, the serving of the altars, the
religious festivals, consulting the oracles, ctc. It is as though in the
modern world a man began his career as a subaltern 1n the Guards ;
then at the age of thirty or thereabouts went into Parliament or became
a civil servant or a judge, and finally about the age of sixty wound up
his career by becoming a bishop or a dean or being appointed to a
cure of souls 1 town or country.

Since the citizens who perform these functions are not to engage in
mechanical or commercial activities, they must have enough property
to enable them to live the life of lessure, which is the condition of good
public work. Accordingly, the land is to be divided into two parts,
public and private, the pubhc for the worship of the gods, the private
for the support of the free citizens who are to have two plots each.
All this land 15 to be culuvated by slaves, or, if not slaves, by men of
slavish disposition—a necessary precaution * if they are to be useful 1n
labour and 1n no danger of rising against their masters.” A certain
affluence is the condition of good citizenship in a State which makes
happiness its object, for “ while no doubt the virtuous man will
make a moral use of poverty, disease, and all other chances of life,
still it is not in these, but in their opposites, that true happiness
resides.”

Common meals, for which special buildings should be provided,
are desirable for the different classes of citizens, and, if the necessity
of subscribing to them excludes the poor, that makes a desirable
property qualification which the landowning citizen is able to meet.
But care must be taken lest there should be a large class of subject
citizens excluded from power, since they would have on their side
all the unenfranchised inhabitants ready for revolt, and it is impossible
that members of the governing class should be so numerous as to be
stronger than the other two together. In the way suggested we shall
obtain the desired mixed “ polity ” or constitutional government
which is a fusion of democracy and oligarchy, the power being neither
in the hands of the rich, as in ohgarchy, nor in those of the poor, as in
democracy, but m those of a body of free citizens enjoying some
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property and sufficient leisure. One condition, however, is all-
important. This is that there should be a body of law the observance
of which should be binding on the governing class. This 1n the end
is the test of a true “ polity ” or, as moderns would say, of consti-
tutional government, and it is to be found neither in 2 democracy,
which overrides law or makes law as it chooses, nor in an ohgarchy,
which governs without law.

3

Virtue, in Amnstote’s thought, 15 always a mean between two
extremes, and hus virtuous State finds salvation in the rule of moderately
endowed men m accordance with law. He even says that the criterion
of a good fusion or good mean between democracy and oligarchy
“is the possibility of calling the same polity a democracy and an
oligarchy, for it 1s evident that the cause of his uncertainty in language
1s the success of the fusion. It is, in fact, a general characteristic of
the mean that the two extremes are discernible in it.” 1 His final
conclusion is that the best constitution is that which rests mainly on
the middle-class of citizens, “For they do not, like paupers, lust
after the goods of others, nor do others lust after theirs, as paupers
after the property of the rich.”  Accordingly, it is an immense blessing
to a State that the active citizens should possess an intermediate and
sufficient amount of property ; for where there is a class of extremely
wealthy people on the one hand and a class of absolute paupers on the
other, the result 15 either democracy or an untempered oligarchy, and
from either of these in their extreme form tyranny may result. A
strong middle~class is the best guarantee against tyranny, but s
class must see to 1t that the poor are not too poor, for if they fail in
that their own position becomes insecure.

Should this model State have a foreign policy, and, if so, what
sort of policy should it be ? Amstotle 1s astonishingly vehement in
denouncing an aggressive or imperialist policy. He rebukes a con-
temporary writer for eulogizing the Spartan legislators, who * dis-
ciphned the citizens to endurance in order that they mught enjoy
external domumon.” Such a principle, he says, is full of mischief,

1 Politics, V1, 9.
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since 1t would justify any citizen who had the power 1n endeavouring
to make himself a tyrant :

No prmaple therefore and no law of this nature 1s either statesmanlike or
profitable, nor is 1t true ; the same 1deals are the best both for mdividuals and
for communities, and the lawgiver should endeavour to 1mplant them 1 the
souls of mankind. The proper object of practisng mulitary training 1s not in
order that men may enslave those who do not deserve slavery, but in order that
first they may themselves avoid becoming enslaved to others; then so that
they may seek suzerainty for the benefit of the subject people, but not for the
sake of world-wide despotism ; and thirdly to hold despotic power over those
who deserve to be slaves. Experience supports the testtmony of theory, that
1t 15 the duty of the lawgiver rather to study how he may frame his legislation
both with regard to warfare and m other departments for the object of leisure
and peace. Most military States remain safe while at war, but perish when
they have won their empire ; 1n peace-time they lose their keen temper, like
wron The lawgiver 15 to blame, because he did not educate them to be able
to employ lesure.!

The last sentence in ths passage brings us to one of the central thoughts
of the Politics—the necessity of leisure in the well-ordered State and
the nght use of 1t “ War,” he says, “ has 1ts end 1n peace and business
its end in leisure.” The nght conduct of busmess and the noble
employment of leisure are both requisite. Lewsure and virtue are
closely allied ; /* ‘A Ingh degree of justice and temperance is necessary
to persons who are reputed to be most prosperous and who enjoy all
the goods for which men are accounted happy—to those, 1f such there
be who dwell, as poets say, in the 1slands of the blessed ; for they above
all will need culture, temperance, and justice, and m proportion as
their Iife is one of leisure amidst a rich abundance of such goods. . . .
It is our duty to cultivate the virtue which has its sphere in leisure and
to do so for its own sake.”

4
How shall the State be provided with citizens of the desired type ?
Care and thought are needed from the moment of procreation on-
wards. Men should marry about the age of thirty-seven, and women
about the age of eighteen ; they will thus come at the same time to

1 Politics, VII, 13 ; trans. H. Backham, Loeb Classical Library.
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the period of life when they cease to beget children. Since the
population must not exceed a certam number, 2 limit is to be set to
the number of children born. How this is to be achieved is a question
on which Arnstotle, hike Plato, is somewhat vague. There is to be a
law against rearing cripples ; but for the rest he prefers abortion to
the exposing of children born. In order to maintain the necessary
physical standard, a man is not to be a paren after the age of fifty-four
or fifty-five; and chuldren should have a diet contaming plenty of
mulk, be mnured to cold at an early age, and be allowed to stretch and
scream as nature prompts them. Special precautions should be taken
against their associating more than necessary with slaves ; there must
be no talking about foul things in their presence and they must not
be taken to satirical plays or comedies or be brought into contact
with objects or pictures from which they might derive a taint of
ungentlemanhness.

Aristotle 15 pamnfully impressed by the confusion of opinion about
the subjects and methods of education. “ Nobody knows whether
the young should be tramed in such studies as are merely useful as a
means of livelihood or 1n such as tend to the promotion of virtue.”
But since he has laid down that mechanical and mercenary occupations
*“ deprive the mtellect of all leisure or dignuty,” studies which lead up
to these must not be pursued with “ excesstve assiduity or endeavour
after perfect mastery.” Within these hmits or if undertaken for
one’s own sake or the sake of one’s friends or the attainment of
virtue, they need not be deemed illiberal, but otherwise, and they
may ecasily bear “a menial or slavish aspect.” In these studies the
object is everything. They must be pursued for their own sake and
not for hivelthood or profit.

The right manner of employing leisure thus becomes the main object
of education for the free citizen. Reading and writing are necessary
and the art of design has uses both as a means of forming judgments
on works of art and so saving the cinzens from being cheated in the
purchase and sale of household goods, and even more because it
renders them scientific observers of physical beauty. But music is
the mamn factor 1n education for the employment of leisure, music as
a modern understands the word, and not in the extended sense, to
cover literature and poetry, m which Plato uses 1.
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Aristotle, hike Plato, takes for granted that music has a moral effect
upon character. There is, he says, a “sort of relationship between
the soul on the one hand, and harmonies and rhythms on the other.”
But he fears mustc as Plato fears 1t, and 1s full of warning against
*“ corrupt forms of harmony and melodies of a strained and artificially
coloured character.” He debates with Plato as to the kinds to be
allowed, and thinks him wrong in permitung the Phrygian and
Doran harmonics, for both are of a strongly exciting and emotional
nature. As a means of education “the ethical melodies and the
corresponding harmonies are to be employed.” What these were is
now beyond guessing, but in the end Aristotle brings this part of his
argument mto line with lus theory of the drama as expounded in the
Poetics.  “ Music,” he says, “ should be employed as a purgative of
the emotions and for the relaxation or recreation of the tense condition
of the soul.”

But there is a distinction between practising music oneself and
listening to the performances of others. Aristotle has a low opinion
of professional musicians.! These become mere mechanics, pursuing
a mercenary employment which unfits them for the exercise and
practice of virtue. Hence the young free citizens should perform on
musical instruments only 1 their youth. They should acquire enough
proficiency to enable them when they grow up to form a judgment
of noble pieces of music and enjoy pleasure of a right kind, and then
stop. 'This is the limit to be set to actual performances m the case of
* persons whose education is directed to political virtue.” In modern
times the politically virtuous seem often to lack even this degree of
musical education.

Gymnastic or physical culture is necessary, but should be practised
in moderation. Up to the age of puberty, the gymnastic exercises
should be of a comparatively light kind and there should be no
compulsory exercises or hard diet. He has observed that among the
Olympian victors it is impossible to find more than two or three who
have been successful in manhood as well as 1n boyhood ; for the effect
of their traming m youth is that they lose their physical vigour in
consequence of the enforced exercises which they perform. For the

1 Politics, VIII, 5.
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three years after puberty the young should be occupied with other
studies, and only when these are finished should they be subjected to
hard exercises and severities of diet. He lays it down as a prinaple
that “ the intellect and the body should not be subject to severe
exertion simultaneously, since the two kinds of exertion naturally
produce contrary effects, that of the body being an impediment to
the intellect, and that of the intellect to the body.”

5

The *inevitabihty of gradualness” is a characteristucally Aris-
totelian doctrine. He objects altogether to Plato’s abolition of private
property and commumnty of wives and children (in the Republic)
and is generally suspicious of untried novelties. Whatever we do
we should not disregard the experience of ages, for “ in the multitude
of years these things if they were good would certainly not have been
unknown, for almost everything has been found out.” Man grows,
as all things grow, towards his predestined end as a political being,
but it is important at any particular moment to protect him from
precipitate change. For this reason he rejects the proposal of
Hippodamus of Miletus that distinctions should be conferred on persons
who make discoveries beneficial to the State. This, he says, has a
specious sound, but it may easily lead to disturbances of the settled
order of things, and it is always difficult to decide “ whether it is
njurious or advantageous to States to alter their ancestral laws and
customs when another better law or custom is possible ’—a pregnant
hint of the havoc which science was to make of the settled life of law
and custom in later times.

“ Nothing too much ” is Aristotle’s governing idea, and it is the
key to hus 1deas of finance and economics. The famuly is the natural
unit of human life, and 1t is * the intention of nature to supply man
with the means of subsistence,” i.e. with property, so far as it 15 neces-
sary. Property, therefore, is a part of “ domestic economy ” and 1t
is in this connection that 1t constitutes genuine wealth. But property
may be used to barter one commodity against another for the mutual
supply of wants, which is right and legitimate, or it may be developed
by the use of currency for the acquisition of money, in which case 1t
becomes unnatural and unnecessary. Amnstotle admuts that it is not
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- always easy to draw the line between the two things, but he is unsparing
m his condemnation of usury—the employment of money to make or
breed money—as a wholly unnatural use of wealth.

It was this part of his doctrine in combination with his support of
property and the family which brought Aristotle most into favour
with the medizval world, lay and ecclesiastical. In its confusion
between money and wealth and its farlure to recognize the essential
part played by trade in the life of the State this special kind of con~
servatism may seem the most impracticable of all to the modern
reader, but 1t fits in with his whole idea of the nature of citizenship.
His free cinzen was to be 2 man of culture and leisure, assured a
comfortable existence by his possession of a certain limited quantity
of land cultivated by slave-labour, but he was to be shut off from mere
money-making and the vulgar occupations associated wath it, among
which usury was deemed to be the most debasing. No doctrine
could have suited better the medizval feudal amstocracy, which,
ignoring the limit which Anstotle placed on the possession of land,
found high sanction in the rest of hus doctrine for the contempt of
commerce and the commeraal classes which helped them to claim
and keep their privileged position. The sharp line drawn by Plato
and Arstotle, m common with most Greek thinkers, between the
gentleman on one side and the trader and mechanic on the other, and
their insistence that the gentleman could not cross this line without
losing virtue, has a larg > responsibility for the class disunctions of the
modern world.

6

In keeping with the whole order of his ideas is Aristotle’s doctrine
of “dustributive justice.” He conceives the State as distributing
functions and rewards to citizens who have claims on’it in proportion
to their contributions to 1t. But what standard shall it adopt in
measuring these contributions ? A democracy will say freedom of
birth, which would require 1t in justice to distribute its good things
in exactly equal shares to all its citizens. An ohgarchy will say
wealth, which would require it to favour its citizens in proportion
to their possessions, which are apparently assumed to be their con-
tnibution to the State. JBut the State which regards the promotion of
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virtue as its object will discard both these standards and seek to dis-
tribute 1ts rewards and offices to those who will best help to pursue
this object, that is to say, 1t will give most power to the most virtuous
citizens. This will be the right kind of distributive justice, though
1t may result 1 a superficial mequality. It would be a posiave injus-
tice to the fit to give the offices that are due to them to the unfit. «

At the same time Aristode’s idea of fitness or capacity is less
specialized than ours. The good citizens must have * moral wisdom,”
military prowess, and a certain amount of property, as well as efficiency
1 a particular direction.  But an important qualification is added. It
would not be just to confine offices to the fit and few and leave the
many out in the cold. For the many collectively make an important
contribution to the State which deserves a proportionate return.
Moreover, they have a capacity, for which scope ought to be given,
in judging and deliberating, in electing the magistrates and examining
their records and auditing their accounts. The best results may be
expected when the many and the few are associated in these functions.
Anstotle concedes, as Plato does not, that there are occasions when
demos displays the kind of good sense m which experts are apt to
fail. On these occasions secura judicat urbs. In any case, 1t would be
dangerous to exclude the many, for they mught cause serious trouble
if they jomned up with other dissatisfied elements or with slaves. The
sense that the great beast is dangerous and needs to be appeased is
never absent from Aristotle’s thought. “ More must be the number
of those who wish a State to continue than of those who do not,” but
this wish to continue will only be assured if it is recognized that the
majority have claims which ought to be respected and a certain
political capacity which is of value to the State. Dstributive justice
will ensure this.

We have here the germs of what in modern language would be
called a Liberal constitution, but the picture 1s unfinished and many
points are left in doubt. In spite of his repeated insistence on the
sovereignty of law—law being conceived as “ reason unaffected by
desire ”—he leaves us in doubt about both the sources of law and the
nature of the law-making authority which he has in view for his State.
He considers that changes in law are to be avoided, if possible, and for
that reason places the guardianship of law—upon which constitu-
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tionalism depends—in the hands of aged men, who are supposed to
speak wath the voice of experience detached from party-passion. But
the 1dea of a legislative body exercising a law-making or law-reforming
function is alien to Greek thought and practice and has no exphcit
place 1n Anstotle’s scheme. In Athens, which he has most m view,
the popular assembly shared n the proceedings prelimmary to legis-
Iation, but not m legislation self It considered at 2 stated meeting
each year whether the laws stood in need of revision, and if 1t so
decided, any private citizen could give notice of amendments which
were then tried by a court specially apponted ad hoc, and if approved
by that court became law.!  But a popular court appointed ad koc could
scarcely be regarded as a guarantee of law 1n the teeth of the popular
assembly, and the result was, in fact, a popular sovereignty over law
as over all else. The problem of guaranteeing law against popular
assemblies and preventing the latter from overriding it by their
decrees or arbitrary action is still very much 1n debate in the modern
world, witness the struggle between President Roosevelt and the aged
judges who are entrenched in the Supreme Court of the Unuted States.
Their antiquity, which was their main defect in the President’s eyes,
would have been their main qualification in Anstotle’s State.

Anstotle 15 keenly altve to the evils and dangers of cxtreme poverty.
While sceking to keep the property of the well-to~do within moderate
limats, he would have a public fund for the purchasing of small farms
or finding some sort of business for the very poor. He approves the
life of the farmer, for the characteristic reason that he is generally too
busy with us own affairs to want to take office or to mterfere n
politics.2  The larger the non-political class who will be content to
leave public affairs to the qualified few, the better in his view 1t will

1 “The people has made wself sovereign i every respect, and determines
every issue by 1ts decrees or by courts m which 1t is itself supreme ” :
Abnaiwv molrela XLI, 246, ated by Barker, Political Thought of Plato
and Aristotle, p. 456.

2 In criticzmg Plato’s 1dea of the community of wives and chuldren Anstotle
observes that “ it would seem to be more serviceable for the farmer class than
for the guardians, for there will be less friendship among them if their children
and women are in common, and unfriendliness in the subject classes is a good
thng with a view to their bemng submussive to authority and not making
revolunon.”  Politics, I, 1.
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be for the State. To convert the idle and turbulent poor into indus-
trious peasant-proprietors who will be all day at work in the fields is
therefore extremely desirable. Throughout all this part of his argu-
ment we are conscious of a severely practical strain. He does not
pity the outcasts or talk humanitarian language about them ; he wants
to keep them quuet so that hus virtuous citizens may conduct the affairs
of the city in peace. He argues passionately for the necessity of
slavery and its jusufication (outside the enslavement of Greeks) by
the principle of rule and subjection which pervades all nature. A
slave is an * animate instrument ” and belongs wholly to his master in
virtue of the latter’s intrinsic moral supenority. The slave differs
from his master in not possessing reason and from the lower animals
in being able to understand it. Aristotle admits that there are excep-
.tional cases which have somewhat confused the true doctrme ; but
this doctrmne is that, where the proper relation exists, slavery is bene-
ficial both to the slave and to his owner. Since a slave 1s useful
only in providing the necessaries of life, he need have no lugh degree
of virtue, but only just so much as will prevent hum failing 1 his
duties from licentiousness or trmidity.1

In the cool objectiveness of this argument we reach the limit of
Greek thought. The thing that moderns speak of as “ common
humanity * does not exist for either Plato or Aristotle. Plato and
(less certainly) Aristotle would seem to bar slavery for Grecks, but
that men have rights in virtue of being men does not occur to either
of them unless men are Greeks. And even among Greeks both have
in view a favoured class possessing culture and virtue which entide
them to the service of others, who are excluded from equality with the
favoured few precisely because they render these services and by so
doing partake of the nature of slaves. The germ of the thought that
moral worth mught be exhibited m all material condions and even
perhaps shine the brighter in adverse conditions was presently to appear
in the Stoic philosophy and later to blossom into one of the great
central doctrines of Christiamty, but it makes almost no appearance
in Plato and Aristotle.2 To them lesure, culture, and a certain degree

1 Politics, 1, 5.
2 See supra, p. 100, for Aristotle’s observation that a virtuous man will make
the best of adversity.
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of wealth were necessary conditions of a free and virtuous life, and
though this Iife might only be led by a minonty, it was part of the
nature of things that these necessaries should be provided for this
minority by lower orders of slavish men pursung memal or banausic
occupations.
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CHAPTER X1I

ARISTOTLE ON REVOLUTION 55

I

OOK V! of the Politics, which deals with revolutons and their

causes, is a bed of thorns for the impatient reader. It abounds

in digressions and parentheses ; it gives full rein to the writer’s passion

for dividing and subdividing ; 1t illustrates by examples which have

only an antiquarian interest for the modern reader. Yet if we per-

severe in spite of these discouragements we shall find in 1t some of
Aristotle’s most characteristic thoughts.

With a very lhttle ingenmty it might be divided into two parts
with separate objects in view. One would be a practical manual of
behaviour for oligarchs, democrats, arstocrats, monarchs, and even
tyrants, showing each according to his own suppositions and standards
how to keep himself in power when he has gained power. The other
would be 2 treatise on the philosophic basis of good government, a
knowledge of which 1s necessary to the steady pursuit of the good Iife
under any system. Part one we might suppose to be written by a
man of the world who takes a cool view of what is expedient or
necessary for those in authority, and who views the scene with an
objectivity which might be called cynical and even Machiavellian.
Part two, on the other hand, would be the work of 2 thinker who stands
above the battle and admonishes all the parties to it about the principles
of just government.

Let me cull a few maxims and warnings from the supposed Part L
Oligarchs (assumed to be men of property who have obtained control
of government) are warned that they need to have a majority of

1 Placed by some editors as Book VII and Book VIIL
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citizens on their side. They should remember that they will be m
danger of revolution if they go too far in flouting the multitude.
Anybody in such circumstances may act as people’s champion ; 1t is
a specially tempting role for one of their own order, like Lygdamis of
Naxos, who beginning as people’s champion afterwards became tyrant
of the Naxians. Oligarchs, therefore, should beware of demagogues
ansing withn their own ranks. Men who have helped a State to
win power are a special danger and need to be carefully watched, for
they either aim at an ascendency for themselves or are envied by
others who wish to depose them, and m either case become a centre of
trouble.

In Aristotle’s view it is not so much inequalities of wealth as in-
equaliies of honour and offices that drive men to rebellion. The
revolutionary seeks his proper place, with its attendant prestige and
honour, even more than he secks material possessions. For this reason
1t is important to distribute honours and offices as widely as possible.
The smaller offices should be given to the larger number and be held
for-a-long term, but the more important, which have to be assigned to
the few, should have only a limited tenure, for no man should be
raised to a disproportionate alttude for more than a short time.
Officials easily grow corrupt and not every man can bear good fortune.
It should be remembered that noble birth and virtue are found together
in very few men : *“ Nowhere are there a hundred men nobly born
and good, but there are rich men in many places.” Honesty is a
good policy, for the many are not so much annoyed at being excluded
from office—they are even glad if somebody does the work and leaves
them lesure to look after their own affairs—as they are if they think
that officials are stealing the common funds. It should, therefore, be
impossible for officials to make a profit.

Demagogues, whether democratic or oligarchic, are often mistaken
in the policies that they advocate. Many institutions thought to be
popular are destructuve to democracy, and many thought to be
obigarchical are fatal to oligarchies. Oligarchies and aristocracies
have to be careful that they do not suffer revolution unobserved by
gradually rclaxmg their constitutions. In this way thcy may be
converted into democracies without being aware of it. All alike,
whether oligarchies or democracies, have to beware of foreign

112



ARISTOTLE ON REVOLUTION

influences. Both had to fight for their lives in Greece, the one
against Athens, trying to put down ohgarchies everywhere, the other
agamst Sparta, trying to put down democractes.

Tyranny finally 1s described in terms which show that its technique
remains the same through the ages. The tyrant must cut off the heads
of the largest poppies—destroy the proud, rid himself of outstanding
men. He must employ spies, use women to report about men,
foment quarrels, keep the people busy and poor. He must show
zeal 1 religion, but zeal combined with dignity and a certain reserve
which will save his piety from seeming artificial and msincere. He
should bestow favours in person, but inflict punishment through the
agency of the magistrates and the law-courts. He has at all times to
beware of assassins and especially of those who are willing to sacrifice
their own lives. Many of his methods are base, but they are the
necessary preservative of tyranny. On the other hand, if the tyrant
is a wise man and partly a good man, he will seek to prevent either
rich or poor from doing or suffering injustice and by so doing he
may win one or the other to his side, and by preference the stronger.
If he can make 2 majonity of his subjects unwilling to revolt, so much
the better, but 1f he fail in this, he must see that they are unable to
revolt.

The gist of the matter is that all the different forms of government
have their corresponding ideas of justice and must act consistently
.according to these 1f they wish to be secure. This requires cool heads
and a certain amount of worldly wisdom, which may be gathered
from the varied and manifold experience of Greek States.

2

In the actual Book V these practical observations are inextricably
mixed up with the underlying philosophy which I have supposed to
be treated separately in another book. In this we find the philosopher
laying down the fundamental proposition that no constitution will
endure which is not in a very real and practical sense broad-based
upon the people’s will. It 1s an elementary principle that the section
favouring the constitution should be more in number than those who
do not favour it, but something more is necessary. If the oligarch
wishes to endure he should take an cath: “I will not wrong the
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people ” (odk dSucrjow Tov Sfuov) ; and if the democrat wishes
to endure, he too must do justice not only to the multitude, but to all
classes. Whatever it 1s, a constitution must be rooted and grounded
in the heart and will of the people; if this fails, no mechanical
rules will save it in the long run. There must be an established or
pre-established harmony between a people and 1ts constitution. For
this reason a “system of education suited to the constitution is the
greatest of all preservatives.” For a people educated under such a
system “ to live m conformity with the constitution ought not to be
considered slavery, but safety.”! Amstotle to the end holds to his view
that lus mixed constitution, the judicious blend of democracy and
ohgarchy, 1s likeliest to commend 1tself to a rightly educated people,
but harmony of people and constitution by means of such an education
is the greatest preservative.

Here, 1n the end, he joins hands with Plato in 2 doctrine which is
invoked equally by Liberal reformers who hold that a good education
is the foundation of good citizenship and by dictators who see in it
a potent and indispensable instrument for fashioning the young to
the pattern of their institutions. * This,” sad Burke, “is the true
touchstone of all theories which regard man and the affairs of men ;
does it not suit his nature in general ?—does it suit his nature as
modified by his habis 2” “ On the contrary,” say the Dictators,
*“ the nature of men can and ought to be modified to suit our theories.
Just as the churches have required religious education to suit their
doctrine, so we require political education to suit ours.” If we may
judge by results Plato and Aristotle did not at all exaggerate what
may be achieved by this instrument in shaping the human material,
provided it is taken young enough and submitted year by year to a
systematic discipline of thought and mind from which all conflicting
ideas are excluded.

Itis in the end what Pascal calls the plis de la pensée—the fold of the
thought, the things that it takes for granted—which makes it so diffi-
cult to draw parallels between Greek and modem thinkmg. In many
ways the Greek mind seems more enhghtened than the modern, yet it

1* Qv ydp ¢t oleofas SovAelav etvar 76 {7y mpos Tijv modirelav e
owrnpiav.
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accepts without question a view of lfe which shuts the immense
majority of human kind out of the supposedly civilized world and
makes distinctions between those whom 1t admits which, though
justified on high philosophic grounds, seem to a modern pure snob-
bery. Whether he 15 talking of democracy or ohgarchy, the people
whom Anstotle has in mind are a privileged caste whose wants are
supplied exther by slaves or by inferior persons engaged in occupations
which the superior regard as beneath them. I have listened to a lecture
on the Politics in which a skilful comparison was drawn between
Aristotle’s ideal polity with 1ts middle-class exercising the chief power
and constitutional government as practised in mid-Victorian England.
It could be made plausible so long as the term “ muddle-class ” was
made to embrace in the same category Anstotle’s men of leisure and
virtue and the great industrial magnates, merchants, and traders who
had risen to power by their success in commercial pursuits in mid-
Victorian England. But in fact nearly the whole of these would have
been excluded by Aristotle’s defimtions from the privileged ranks of
free and virtuous aitizens, and relegated to an nferior position outside
the franchise. '

As with Plato, so with Anstotle, the value of what he has to tell us
Les less in his analysis of institutzons than 1n his shrewd and penetrating
observations upon the behaviour of men in their efforts to govern
their fellow-men, and the pecuhiar temptations and pitfalls which
attend these efforts. Institutions change, but political human nature
remains astonishingly the same. We may read Plato and Aristotle
and in this respect find modern instances on almost every page. Thus,
we say to ourselves, is what must happen if the democratic man pushes
his doctrine to excess or the oligarchical man rides roughshod over his
fellow-bemgs or the rich fail to satisfy the just claims of the poor.
Here 1s the perfect picture of the tyranmcal man and the necessity
which he is under of purging his opponents and rivals ; or here, agamn,
the warning of what happens when government breaks down and
chaos follows. In all these respects we scem to be reading the books
of the prophets revealmg problems which dunng the next two
thousand years and more were to face mankind in 1ts endless quest of
the kind of government whch shall give it peace and justice.
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CHAPTER XIII

CICERO

I

HILE the philosophers were sull arguing about the Greek
city-state and secking perfection in mumature for its self-
sufficing 1nsatutions, forces were at work which were to destroy all the
suppositions of their theory. The nse of Philip of Macedon required
a vital decision from the Athemans. Should they make terms with
him and empower him to lead the ¢combined Greek world aganst the
barbarian, or should they themselves rally the Greek world and lead it
agamnst Philip ?  Either decision required a break with the theory of
the self-sufficing city-state and a revival of Pan-Hellenism, as in the old
days of the Perszan war, whether under the leadership of Athens, if
another Pericles could be found, or under that of the new genius who
was rising up on the unlikely soil of Macedonia.

Athens wavered. Philip of Macedon was from her point of view
only half a Greek, and to make terms with him seemed a humiliation.
Demosthenes thundered against the very idea ; Isocrates, knowing his
countrymen and their mood under the cautious leadership of the able
administrator Eubulus, who then controlled their fortunes, was for
appealing to Philip, who greatly admired Athens and would have
made things easy for her if she had let him. Between the two she
hesitated, and having blundered into war with Philip suffered the
disaster of Chzronea, which rung the death-knell of the independent
Greek city-state. The philosophers had had their say and the men of
action were now on the scene. Greece became a dependency of
Macedonia, and Alexander, the pupil of Aristotle, destroyed Persia
and marched as far as India, founding many new Greek cities as he
went. On his death his empire broke up, and after two centuries of
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confused struggle the rising power of Rome carried all before it.
Having destroyed the Macedonian kingdom and wiped out Carthage,
Rome became master of the whole Mediterranean basm. The
Greeks had had some flickers of liberty and had sought safety now with
one side and now with another mn the long struggle, but their incurable
inability to hold together was still their undoing, and in the end nothing
remamed for them but, m the words of Polybius, to obey the words of
Rome.

The period is full of interest for the historian of war and conquest,
and 1t may even be said to have scattered Greek culture and Greek
civilization over a far wider area than would have been possible if
the Greek cities had succeeded 1 maintaining their self-contamed
Iife and their aloof attitude to the outside world. But it has hetle or
nothing to tell us of the development of political institutions. Con-
quering armies and governments improvised methods of administering
the territories they annexed, employing severity or lenience as suited
their purpose, which was to guard their new frontiers and prevent
the conquered enemy from rebelling. The technique of conquest
through the planting of new aties and the conversion of conquered
terntory 1nto provinces with more or less of self-government, as the
conquering Power proved unequal to the task of governing them from
the centre, 1s the chief theme of hustory dunng this period.  Success
was to fall to the Power which was least wedded to any precon-
cetved theory and best able to adapt itself to the rapidly changing
circumstances.

2

/This period, nevertheless, was to test one of the principal questions
raised by Aristotle : Can a democracy govern an empue ? Can it
acquire an empire and remain a democracy ? The history of Rome
during these years mught almost be written in the form of an answer
to these questons:y At the beginning of the period of conquest
(roughly from 270 B.c. to 150 B.C.) the constitution of Rome was a
near approach to Aristotle’s 1dea of a moderate democracy. / The
Consuls, representing the monarchical element, were elected and held
office only fora year. The patriciate had ceased to exust as a privileged
class ; the Senate and the great offices were open to all atizens ; the
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will of the people in assembly was in theory and stll to a large extent
mn fact supreme 1n the election of magistrates and the passing of laws,
but the system was so checked and balanced as to prevent the mulutude
from obtaining supreme power. In the years that follow we see
power passing gradually out of the hands of the assembly into that of
the Senate, and the Senate itself falling under the control of a small
class which more and more arrogates to 1tself an exclusive authonity
in defiance of law and constitution. The Assembly sull in theory
decides the question of peace and war, but almost mvanably 1t acts
on the prompting of the Senate, which keeps 1n 1ts hands the appoint-
ment of generals, the conduct of war, the making of peace, the con-
clusion of alliances, and all that 1n modern times is called foreign
policy. As the old nobility fades out of the picture a new class of
“ plebeian nobles,” which has won its position by wealth and efficiency,
appears on the scene, and stands together agamst all comers.  This class
was even more hostile to democracy than the old aristocracy. They
had, says Livy, “ begun to despise the people from the moment that
they had ceased to be despised by the patricians.” !

In the circumstances of these years this was the inevitable course of
events. Only the Senate had the power of prompt and decisive action
which the period of war and conquest required, and 1t had justified
itself by the tenacity and courage with which 1t carried through the
Punic wars. But the Senate itself broke down under the strain of
the new problems which crowded on one another during this period.
The enormous mflux of wealth following on the conquests changed
the whole structure of Roman society. Much of it had flowed into
the pockets of private individuals, successful soldiers who had been
permitted to despoil the conquered, traders and speculators who had
followed in their wake, bankers and financiers who had thriven on
both. But enough came into the coffers of the State to enable it to
dispense with the orderly taxation of its subjects, while it bribed-the
town proletariat with bread and games and flooded the country with
free corn produced by slave labour, to the run of Italian farmers.
To grow rich quickly was now the object of the ruling class, and cor-

1 * Plebeios nobiles contemnere plebem, ex quo contemni a patribus desierint,
coepisse ” : Livy, XXII, 34.
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rupt governors let loose upon provinces reduced flourishing cities to
run and bankruptcy within a comparatively short time.

Moralists inveighed against the decay of the old Roman tradition
and the dissolute excesses of the new order. They were too late.
The Republic by this time had become an oligarchy of wealth which
by 1ts misrule was rapidly goading the poorer citizens into rebellion.
This was the opportunity of ambitious soldiers, who played off people
against nobles and presented themselves as saviours of society. By
the beginming of the first century B.c. the scene was laid for the
struggles between rival soldiers, Marius and Sulla, Pompey and Casar,
Octavius and Antony, and for the tnumvirates and dictatorships which
were to end the Republic and maugurate the Empire.

Beware of the conqueror, said Anstotle, for he will not be content
with lording it over subject races ; he will want also to lord it over
lus own people ; beware of letting the wealthy grow out of propor-
tion to the poor, for they will produce rebellion and out of rebellion
will come tyranny. Beware of aspiring to muhtary success, for the
States that do, although they are saved in time of war, generally
collapse as soon as they have obtained impenal power. They “lose
therr temper like steel in time of peace. For this, however, the
legislator is to blame, in that he did not educate them in the capacity
for enjoymg leisure.” Capaaty for enjoying leisure was certainly
not included 1n the gifts with which the Romans had been endowed by
nature. Nothing could have been in more striking contrast with the
quiet Life of the virtuous citizen 1n the self~contained and self-sufficient
aty-state of the Aristotelian model than the restless ambinon and
boundless activity of the makers of imperial Rome.

3

Aristotle had failed to perceive that the principle of rule and sub-
jection which he found in all nature and used to glorify slavery had a
far wider application than the partcular case to which he limited it,
If it was, as he said, “ equally inevitable and beneficient ” that the
master, in virtue of his supposed supenority, should own and dominate
the slave, why should not the Roman, equally conscious of his superi-
ority, conquer and dominate hus inferiors, espeaally when most of
these were barbarians who would have destroyed him if he had not
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succeeded m destroymng them ?  What could he do, when conspiring
circumstances even more than deliberate polhicy had committed him to
this enterprise, how keep what he had got except by extending hs
boundaries to absorb those who threatened him ? Pride and mis-
giving mingle 1 the hiterature of these years, pride 1 the immense
empire which 1s said to be discharging a predestined civilizing mission
for the whole world, misgiving about the effects on national character
and morals of the new wealth and the new apparatus of luxury im-
ported by the returning conquerors. In Cicero and Livy we may
discern something which in modern language may be termed a
“recall to religion,” an appeal to the old standards of honesty in
government, the ssmpler life of Republican times.

At this point Greek thought came m some degree to its own again,
But 1t 1s Greek thought with a remarkable change, effected m the main
by the Stoics and especially Panztius, who had cut it off from s
dependence on the now obsolete Greek city-state and made 1t a
doctrme for the whole world. It was a doctrine which in its exalta-
tion of civic duty was specially acceptable to thoughtful and cultivated
Romans who were seeking some moral anchorage in the confused and
hungry world of Roman conquest. Of the wntings of Panatius
we know little more than has come down to us in the moral and
philosophical works of Cicero, but to judge from their influence 1t is
scarcely an exaggeration to say that he did for Greek phxlosophy what
St. Paul did afterwards for Christianity, i.e. gave it meaning and value
for a far wider circle than the race from which 1t onginally issued.

f Cicero 1s the mouthpiece of this transformed Greek doctrine, and
I take him, therefore, as the next great writer who contributed to
thought on the art of government. * He is so frank in his acknowledg-
ment of his debt to the Greeks that it has become the fashion to dismiss
him as a mere 1mutator and plagiarist. This, I believe, is to do him a
serious 1njustice. / What he gives us is—to use a modern term—
a restatement of Greek doctrine with its Stoic enlargement, but adapted
to the new conditions of the Roman world, an amalgam which,

whatever its component parts, is in effect novel and ongmal. I we
judge by results, he was for centuries to come the most mfluential of
Roman writers. The young Octavian, afterwards the Emperor
Augustus, was a warm admurer of hus political treanses and is supposed
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to have been greatly influenced by them in his policy of moderation
and his respect for political forms when he became all-powerful.
Quotations m St. Augustine and other Christian writers help to restore
what is missing 1n Ius words. Next to Anstotle there is no ancient
writer whom they more respect.

The first of his two political treatises, the De Republica, has come
down to us in 2 greatly mutlated form. Much of 1t 1s missing, and
many passages have to be reconstructed from subsequent quotations.
Yet even thus imperfect, it contains eloquent and powerful passages
which deserve their place in the great literature of the religious and
moral foundations. The exordium contains a famous remonstrance
with the too fasudious men of culture and learning who shirked their
public duties and were tempted in evil tumes to wrap their cloaks
around them, Iike Plato’s philosophers, and take shelter under a wall
until the storm was past. It is true, he says, that the public life may be
dangerous ; it is true that States have been grossly ungrateful to those
who served them best, witness a long line of martyrs at the hands of
their countrymen in both Athens and Rome. But to retreat for fear
of this fate is ignomimous :

For, m truth, our country has not given us birth and education without
expecting to receive some sustenance, as it were, from us in return ; nor has 1t
been merely to serve our convemence that she has granted to our lessure a safe
refuge and for our moments of repose a calm retreat ; on the contrary she
has given us these advantages so that she may appropriate to her own use the
greater and more important part of our courage, our talents, and our wisdom,
leaving to us for our own private uses only so much as may be left after her
needs have been satisfied.

Moreover, we ought certamnly not to listen to the other excuses to which
these men resort, that they may be more free to enjoy the quietfe. They say,
for example, that 1t is mostly worthless men who take part in politics, men with
whom it 1s degrading to be compared, while to have conflict with them, es-
pecially when the mob is aroused, is a wretched and dangerous task. There~
fore, they maintain, a wise man should not attempt to take the reins, as he
cannot restrain the insane and untamed fury of the common herd ; nor is it
proper for a freeman, by contendmg with vile and wicked opponents, to submit
to the scourgings of abuse or expose humself to wrongs which are mtolerable
to the wise—as 1f, m the view of good, brave, and high-minded men, there
could be any nobler motive for entering public life than the resolution not to
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be ruled by wicked men and not to allow the republic to be destroyed by them,
seeng that the philosophers themselves, even if they should desire to help,

would be impotent 1

The dialogue which follows is modelled closely on the opening scenes
of Plato’s Republic, and Scipio, who 1s obviously speaking for Cicero,
plays the part of Socrates. The opening 15 a discussion on the value
of the study of astronomy, both as a means of allaying superstitious
fears caused by eclipses and other natural happenings and as mnducing
humihty :

How can any man regard anything in human affawrs either as exalted, 1f he
has exammed mto yonder realms of the gods ; or as of long duration, 1f he has
realized the meaning of etermty ; or as glorious, 1f he has percerved how small
1s the earth—not only the earth as a whole, but especially that part of 1t which is
inhabited by man—and has noticed how we Romans, though confined to a
scanty portion of 1t and entirely unknown to many races of men, hope never-
theless that our name will be borne abroad on wings and wall spread to the ends
of the earth ? But as far as our lands, houses, herds, and 1mmense stores of
silver and gold are concerned, the man who never thinks of these things or
speaks of them as “ goods” because he sees that the enjoyment of them is
shight, and has noticed that the vilest of men often possess them n unmeasured
abundance—how fortunate 1s he to be esteemed ! For only such a man can
really clam all things as hus own, by virtue of the decision, not of the Roman
people, but of the wise, not by any obligation of the civil law, but by the common
law of nature, which forbids that anythmg shall belong to any man save to lum
that knows how to employ and to use 1t 2

Scipio then, at the request of his friends, takes up the question of the
best form of government, and gives s vote for the Aristotelian mixed
constitution as most hkely to avoid the licence of the ““ untamed
crowd ” and the degradation of monarchy into tyranny. He con-
denses into a sentence the Platonic cycle of corruption :

The ruling power of the State, like a ball, 15 snatched from kings by tyrants,
from tyrants by anstocrats or the people, and from them agam by an oligar-
chucal faction or a tyrant, so that no single form of government ever mamtains
uself very long.

1 De Republica, 1, pp 4 and 5, trans. W. C. Walker Keyes, Loeb Classical
Library.
2 Ibd, 1, p 17.
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Scipio plunges into history and seeks to prove that the Roman people
came nearest the ideal of Anstotle in the great days of therr Republic.
They “ grew great not by chance, but by good counsel and disciphne,
though to be sure fortune has favoured them also.” But * unless
there 1s 1n the State an even balance of nghts, duttes, and functions, so
that the magistrates have enough power, the counsels of the emment
citizens enough nfluence, and the people enough hberty, this kind of
government cannot be safe from revolution.” In the actual history
of States one or other of these elements 1s always encroaching upon the
others and by upsettng the balance exposing the State to revolution.

4

But the necessary concord, says Scipto, can never be brought about
without the aid of justice, whereas 1t is the common opinion that the
government of a State cannot be carried on without myustice. For
the sake of argument, one of the company, Philus, consents to play the
part of Thrasymachus i the Republic of Plato, and to defend mjustice
against Scipio who, like Socrates, is the advocate of justice. A large
part of this argument is mussing, but 1t can be pieced together suffi-
ciently from what remains and from quotations of subsequent writers.
Scipio bases himself on the defimton of the State. Res publica,
commonwealth, 1s the property of all its people. If 1t 1s the property
of one man, a tyrant, it ceases to be a commonwealth. In proportion
as it deprives any of 1ts citizens of their just nights 1t falls below a
commonwealth.

But this does not carry us far, and Philus, who sustains his part with
great energy and skill, has questions to ask which Scipio seems to
evade rather than answer. Who are these philosophers who prate to us
about justice and statecraft ? Where would Rome have been if she
had followed their advice—remained within her walls, abjured all
wars except for self-defence, behaved “ justly ” to the neighbouring
cities ? ‘There is no such thing as natural justice or law. Utihey 1s
the measure both of law and policy. Rulers everywhere rule for
their own advantage, not in the interests of the governed. Rome has
won her empire by mjustice both to gods and men ; had she pursued
justice, she would have remained only the poverty-stricken village

that she was at the beginning.
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The same 15 true both of individuals and of States. Philus gives a
Ciceronan version of the argument of Glaucon ! 1n the second book of
Plato’s Republic .

Suppose there are two men, one a pattern of virtue, fairness, justice and
honour, and the other an example of extreme wickedness and audacity ; and
suppose a nation is so mustaken as to believe the good man a wicked, treacherous
crimunal, and the wicked man on the other hand a model of probity and honour.
Then let us imagme that, 1n accordance with this opinion held by all his fellow-
ctizens, the good man 1s harassed, attacked, and arrested ; blinded, sentenced,
bound, branded, banished, and reduced to beggary ; and finally 1s also most
justly deemed by all men to be most muserable. Then let the wicked man, on
the contrary, be praised, courted, and umversally loved ; let hum receve all
sorts of public offices, military commands, wealth and riches from every
source ; and finally let him have the universal reputation of bemng the best
man m the world and most worthy of all the favours of fortune. Now I ask
you, who could be so msane as to doubt which of the two he would prefer
tobe?

The same thing is true of States as of persons ; no people would be so foolish
as not to prefer to be unjust masters rather than just slaves.2

After some wavenng over the supposed law of nature which
makes 1t “ just” that the better should rule the worse, as the master
rules the slave, the defenders of justice fall back on the plea that 1t is
its own reward.

* What riches, what power, what kingdoms can you offer such a man (the
man who 1s both wise and just) 2 For he dunks these things are human, but
deems his own possessions divine. . . . If untversal ingratitude, or the envy of
many, or the hostility of the powerful, deprive virtue of its proper rewards,
yet 1t is soothed by many consolations and firmly upheld by 1ts own excel-
lence.”

In the end Cicero, like Plato, finds humself driven step by step beyond
time and space in his search for the ulamate sanctons. In Scipio’s
dream, the epilogue to his Republic, which is obviously on the model
of but by no means a slavish copy of Plato’s Vision of Er, Cicero
returns agam to the theme with which he opened his dialogue—the
littleness of man and his earthly doings against the immensities and

1 Plato, Republic, 11, 361-2.
2 Cicero, Republic, 111, 17 ; Loeb Classical Library.
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eternities of the umverse. Sapio being out of the body on some
Lord’s Day looks down upon the human scene from a peak in space.
He meets his father, who tells him that the Iife of Justice is the road to
the skaes, to that gathering of those who have completed their earthly
lives and been relieved of the body. From this height hs father
rebukes him for so often turning hus eyes back to earth

Keep your gaze fixed upon these heavenly things and scorn the earthly.
For what fame can you gamn from the speech of men or what glory that 1s
worth the seeking >  Earth 15 one of the meanest of the planets and mhabited
only m a few patches separated by vast deserts. See how small your Empire 1s
m spite of 1ts proud name. , . . Look on hugh, contemplate this eternal home
and resting place and you will no longer attend to the gossip of the vulgar herd
or put your trust in human rewards. Virtue herself, by her own charms,
should lead you on to true glory. . . No man’s reputation will endure very
long, for what men say dies with them and will be blotted out in the oblivion
of posterity.

Cicero appears to have felt that in thus transferring the goal to
another world he might be encouraging just that abdication from
earthly duties against which he had protested n his opening passage.
Scipio therefore 1s made to say “ if, indeed, a path to heaven is opened
to those who have served their country well, I will strive more than
ever,” to which his father replies :

Strive on, indeed, and be sure that 1t 15 not you that is mortal, but only your
body. For that man whom your outward form reveals 1s not yourself ; the
spirit is the true self, not that physical figure which can be pointed out by the
finger. Know, then, that you are a god, if a god 15 that which lves, feels,
remembers, and foresees, and which rules, governs, and moves the body over
which 1t is set, just as the supreme God above us rules this universe. And just
as the eternal God moves the umverse, which 1s partly mortal, so an immortal
spiit moves the frail body.

Such 15 Cicero’s reconciliation of idealism and practical politics. By
this time Stoicism, Epicureanism, and the religion of the Mystenes
have all mingled with Plato and Anstotle in the thought of a cultured
Roman of the first century B.c. Something of each of them enters
into the Ciceroman doctrine.

1 Cicero, Republic, VI, 24 ; Loeb Classical Library.
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5

The idea of 2 mystical union between God and man is taken up in
the Laws and made the foundation of Cicero’s theory of law. Reason
is that which men have in common with God ; right reason is law
which men have m common with God. As the argument proceeds,
nature and God become interchangeable terms The most valuable
of the teachings of philosophy 1s that “ we are born for justice, and
that night 15 based not upon men’s optmion but upon nature.”  * Those
creatures,” therefore, “ who have received the gift of reason from
nature have also received right reason and therefore they have also
recerved the gift of Law, which 1s right reason applied to command
and prolibidon.” The virtues origmnate 1 “* a natural inchnation to
love our fellow-men,” ! and this 1s the foundanon of justice which
must be sought and culavated for her own sake. “ The very height
of myustice 1s to seek pay for justice.” There follows the “ praise of
wisdom ” which enables us to know ourselves :

He who knows himself will realize, in the first place, that he has a divine
element within him, and will think of his own inner nature as a kind of con-
secrated image of God ; and so he will always act and think in a way worthy
of so great a gift of the gods, and, when he has examined and thoroughly tested
humself, he will understand how nobly equipped by Nature he has entered life,
and what manifold means he possesses for the attamment and acquisition of
wisdom. For from the very first he began to form in his mind and sparit
shadowy concepts, as 1t were, of all sorts, and when these have been 1llummated
under the gmdance of wisdom, he percetves that he will be a good man, and,
for that very reason, happy.2

It may be objected that by identifying God with nature and affirming
both to be the sources of vartue and justice Cicero assumes what he
sets out to prove. But this does not diminish the glow and splendour
of the rhetoric—almost Pauline in its fervour—with which he expounds
the great commonplaces of religion and morals. The high respect in
which he was held by St. Augustine and early Christian writers 1s its
own witness to his influence, not only in his own time but for many
centures later.

1 Haec nascuntur ex €o, quia natura propenst sumus, ad diligendos homines,
quod fundamentum juris est.

2 Cicero, Laws, 1, 22 ; Loeb Classical Library.
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Yet, once more, as we read on mnto the Laws, it presents us with the
paradox so often found 1n ancient writers. Is it possible, we ask, that
the man who has expounded these lofty views with inspired eloquence
can seriously believe 1n divination and auspices, can deliberately
propose to place great decisions of state and even of peace and war at
;hedsmercy of augurs consulting the stars or examining the entrails of

irds ?

The highest and most important authority n the State 1s that of the augurs,
to whom 1s accorded great mfluence. But 1t 1s not because I myself am an
augur that I have this opinion, but because the facts compel us to think so.
For 1f we consider their legal rights, what power 1s greater than that of adjourn-
ing assemblies and meetings convened by the highest officials, with or without
imperwm, or that of declaring null and void the acts of assemblies presided over
by such officials ?  What 15 of graver import than the abandonment of any
busmess already begun, if a single augur says “ On another day”? What
power is more mmpressive than that of forcmng the consuls to resign their
offices? What right 1s more sacred than that of giving or refusing permussion
to hold an assembly of the people or of the plebeians, or that of abrogating
laws illegally passed ? Thus the Titian Law was annulled by a decree of the
college of aygurs, and the Livian Laws by the wise direction of Philippus, 2
consul and augur. Indeed, no act of any magistrate at home or 1n the field
can have any validity for any person without their authority.t

It is the method of the witch-doctor i an African tribe?, and all the
stranger because introduced suddenly at the close of an eloquent plea

1 Cicero, Laws, II, 12 ; Loeb Classical Library. Seealso Book III, 12 : “The
right of taking the auspices (granted to magstrates)s intended to bring about the
adiournment of many unprofitable meetings of the assembly through plausible
excuses for delay ; for the immortal gods have often suppressed unjust aggres-
stons of the people by means of the auspices.”  Plutarch says that Aemilus
Paulus on being made augur “so carefully studied the ancient customs of
his country and so thoroughly understood the religion of his ancestors that
this office, which was before only esteemed a title of honour and merely
upon that account sought after, by this means rose to the rank of one of the
Iighest of the arts, and gave a confirmation of the correctness of the definition,
which some philosophers have given of religion, that 1t 15 the science of
worshipping the gods.”

2 It is dufficult to believe that Cicero, humself an augur, is not winking in
some of these passages. A few years ago I happened to be campmg in the
territory of an African tribe which entrusted the appomtment of its headmen and
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for the ordering of the State on principles of reason, justice, and know-
ledge. We ask, as we read these passages, 1s the elaborate organiza-
tion of primutive nites and ceremonies proposed in them part of the
useful myth which Plato countenanced for State purposes, or does it
express genuine belief and piety ? The answer probably les some-
where between these two extremes. Conservative Romans took a
sincere pride m the rites and ceremonies which they believed to be
uniquely Roman and a legacy from the greatest time, and were
alarmed at the possible consequences upon the popular mind of the
scepticism started by the New Academy which was bringing them
mto question. “Let us,” says Cicero, “implore the Academy—
the new one, formed by Arcesilaus and Carneades—to be silent, since
it contributes nothing but confusion to all these problems, for if it
should attack what seems to us to have been formed and arranged with
knowledge, it would play too great havoc.” The pragmatic value
of rehigion as an instrument of State policy seems in this and several
other passages to be an implied part of Cicero’s thought, but with it
is mingled reverence for the ancient rites as part of the patnotic
hentage of a Roman citizen. The immense lost work of Varro—
the forty-one volumes on the Antiquities Divine and Human—and the
vogue it had at this time and for centuries later attests the strength of
this sentiment and the hold it had even on educated Romans. In
Virgil too we note the importance attached to the careful performance
of the prescribed rites at all cnitical moments 1n the Zneid.

6

Cicero himself wavers, if we may judge from hus other philosophical
works. In the De Divinatione he 1s sceptical about the practices which
he accepts as beyond question in the Laws. In the De Natura Deorum
he.had developed even more mystically the theme of the umion
between the human and divine sprit, which reappears in the Laws

the decision of 1ts more important matters to witch-doctors, who manifested
the will of the tribal spirit by foammg at the mouth. I asked the British
Admmstrator how this system worked. He said 1t worked very well, since
the witch~-doctors were generally sensible men who were acquainted with
the means of producing the necessary manifestation, and used them, on the
whole, judiciously.
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and m that setting seems to be in sharp contrast with the proposed
apparatus of religion. It is as though the same writer had been the
author of the Book of Leviticus and the books of the prophet Isaiah.
There 15 evadently a conflict between the philosopher secking truth
and the conservative politictan impressed with the importance of the
orthodox religion as a buttress of the State. A reconcthation was
possible on what to-day are called modernist principles. All these
nites and ceremontes, 1t might have been said, were symbols of an
underlying reality. Just as in the Greek State the oracle and the lot
reserved a place for God in human affairs, so 1n the Roman was this
place provided by the ponuff and the augur.

Lucretius, meanwhile, had laid the axe at the root of the tree in the
great poem which Cicero had read (and admired) when he wrote the
Laws. Ts it fanaiful to see a certain defiance of that thundering mani-
festo against superstition in his adhesion to the old rites and cere-
momtes ?  Cicero greatly dishked Epicurus, whose speculative theories
Lucretius adopted, but he could have had lttle quarrel with the
Stoical conclusions which the poet drew from Iis theory of the
universe :

Apparet divum numen sedesque quiet

Quas neque concutiunt venti nec nubila mimbis
Aspergunt neque nix acri concreta pruina
Cana cadens violat semperque mnubilis ther
Integt, et large diffuso lumine rident.

Ommia suppeditat porro natura neque ulla

Res animi pacem delibat tempore in ullo.

It 15 not the life of pleasure—eat, drink, and be merry—which this
austere sceptic enjoins, but the life of the soul set free to pursue virtue
and reason in the presence of the divum numen and the calm of beauty
which it sheds around. Cicero’s hugher flights are often mn the mood
of Lucretius, and minghng with his ritual rules are sudden outbursts
of high doctrine which for thousands of years to come were in advance
of religious practice. * Donis impri ne placare audeant deos. Plato-
nem audiant qu vetat dubitare qua sit mente futurus deus, cum vir
nemo bonus ab 1mprobo se donari velit ” : “ Let not the wicked dare
to think of appeasing the gods with gifts. Let them hear Plato, who
will not let us doubt what the mind of God would be about such an
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approach to Him, for no good man would wish to receive gifts from
the wicked.” Had the medizval Church hived up to this maxim,
Erasmus and Luther would have been deprived of a large part of their
case and many of the struggles between the secular and ecclesiastical
powers have been avoided.

In reading Cicero we become aware, as in scarcely any other Latin
author of the great contribution which the Roman Republic had
made to the art of the government. /It had gone far to reconcile
Iiberty with authonty—liberty the  inalienable possession” of the
indwvidual, guaranteed by law and custom, with the paramount
claims of the State—and kept the quarrels of its political factions
within bounds laid down by something recognised as the public
interest. Compared with the firm and solid building by which the
Roman expanded lis city into a nation, and his nation mnto an
Empire the Greek achievement seems brief and transitory. Roman
law was to pass through as many vicissitudes as the Roman State and
finally to lay a stress on authority which favoured despotism. But
the sense of order, continuity, permanence from which it sprang
persisted through all 1ts phases and provided the foundation for the
coherent legal systems varying with local conditions on which modern
civilisation 1s built.’

The maxims expounded in Cicero’s Laws are not what we should
call law, but counsels of political commonsense—to be moderate in
word and deed, to eschew violence, to preserve the balance of the
constitution, and therefore to beware of enroachments by the plebs
on the Senate and Consulship, or attempts to oppress the plebs by
the wealthy and privileged. But with all his practicality Cicero
remans to the end a mystic, and in that also represents a side of the
Roman outlook on hfe which was to pass through centuries of
change and struggle into the modern world. In his writings the
identification of religion and politics is still complete. /For him it
is not a question of the relation of Church and State : the two are
one, there 1s'no boundary between their functions ; religion is part of
the machinery of the State, ponuﬁé and augurs are State officials with
high political as well as rclxgmus functions ; magistrates are invested
with the rights of augurs in order to give them authonty m their
secular duttes. To disentangle the secular from the religious, to assign
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separate functions to Church and State was to be the unfinished
work of centuries—a work attended by incessant conflicts, and liable
even m modern times to revive in unexpected forms. We shall
understand 1t best 1f we think of 1t as starting from an almost complete
identity of rehgion and politics. The Roman pontiff, when he had
become Pope, had a long historical tradinon behind him in resistng
the process which finally strpped hum of lus political functions.
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CHAPTER XIV

THE ROMAN EMPIRE IN ACTION

I

N one of his writings Cicero tells the story of a certain Lucius
Gells, a good-natured and practical man of affairs, who gomng
to Athens as proconsul was moved to wonder and pity at the large
number of philosophers he found there, and the vexation of spinit
and waste of time that they mflicted on one another by their intermin-
able arguments. He therefore called them together and urgenty
advised them to come at length to some settlement of their
controverstes, and in case they should need outside assistance
good-naturedly offered his own services. It was as though Lord
Kitchener had offered to arbitrate between Hegelians and Uulitarians.
Rome in the first century B.c. was thronged, we may even say infested,
with philosophers of all the schools—Peripatetic, Stoic, Epicurean,
Old Academy, and New Academy.! A select company of high-
brows seems to have been enormously interested m their disputations
and to have patromised their voluminous and unreadable writings.2
But the Roman man of action regarded them much as Lucius Gellius
did the philosophers of Athens, if indeed he troubled at all about their
doings. Now and for many generations to come the Roman con-
tribution was in the field of action and experience.
In approving Arnstotle’s *“ mixed consatution” Cicero had passed
hightly over Anstotle’s warning agamnst imperialism. Rome was to

1 Varro, according to St. Augustine, said there were 288 sects of phulosophers
n Rome.

2 When the Villa of the Faun was excavated at Herculaneum, 1ts library, to
the great disappontment of the excavators, was found to contamn nothing but
worthless and volurminous works of unknown Epicurean writers.
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verify this warning, but in the beginning 1t was less the ambition of
conquering generals than the compelling force of circumstances which
made havoc of her constitution. Recent historians seem to be agreed
that Augustus had greatness thrust upon um. They believe that when
his power had been firmly established by the Battle of Actium, he
showed a genuine desire to retumn to the constitutional form of govern-
ment. To the end of hus days he declined all titles which might appear
to reflect on the legal sovereignty of senate and people and observed all
forms which kept the theory of that sovereignty in being. If he per-
mutted himself to be called princeps and continued to hold the position
of imperator—the name which mn the subsequent centuries became
the symbol of 1mperial rule—it was precisely because these titles did
not conflict, in theory or appearance, with the legal nights of senate

and people. After the campaign in which he followed up the victory

of Actium and obtained the submussion of the Eastern provinces, he

ostentatiously closed the Temple of Janus and formally laid down all

other extraordinary powers which he had held m the previous years.

In his own words he * handed over the republic to the control of the

Senate and people of Rome.”

But the temple of Janus did not long remain closed ; and it soon
became clear that one and the same man could not be master of the
legions, with the sole responsibility of guarding and extending the
great circle of impenal frontiers, and remain a Republican official
among Republican officials in Rome itself. Senate and people were
quite unequal to the task of governing the Empire and were well
aware of their mcapacity and of the chaos that would follow if the
princeps were really to abdicate. It was they who piled on him the
honours and dignities which he seemed reluctant to take, who decreed
that he should be called Augustus, connived at his exercising i the
city the nights which belonged to him in the provinces, and transferred
to him the tribunicia potestas which gave im the power of legislating
under Republican forms. The process came to 1ts climax mn the wor-
ship of “ Rome and Augustus,” first instituted 1n Asia Mmor withn
two years of the battle of Actium and gradually diffused through the
provinces as a symbol of imperal unity. Thus, too, though probably
intended at the beginning as an Ornental floursh to impress Orientals,
gradually percolated mto Italy, and though officially unauthorized

133



THE GOVERNMENT OF MANKIND

was practised m Italian towns even in the hfetime of Augustus and
became in subsequent years one of the official tests of loyalty to the
Empure.

Augustus, m fact, had no choice between actually abdicating, as
more than once he seemed sincerely anxious to do, and going the
whole length to complete personal rule. Having started on this road,
he followed 1t to the end with extraordinary «skill and craft, if also
with sincere patriotism. But the end was fated from the begmning,
and 1t was, as Aristotle said, that the man who exercised the power
of external dominion would also—indeed must—make himself the
ruler of his own State. Aristotle’s other prophecy, that States
“ generally collapse, as soon as they have obtamned imperial power, for
they lose their temper 1n time of peace,” may have seemed far from
fulfilment in these years. But the seeds of that also had been sown.
The ancient Rome, proud of its institutions, determined to govern
itself and to guard its independence against all who would encroach on
it from within or without, had already passed away. The new Rome,
gorged with the plunder of conquered provinces, was only too willing
to hand over its affairs to an able man who would save 1t both from
civil war and external enemies, and leave it to pursue 1ts life of money-
getting, luxury, sport, and vice without being troubled with public
affairs.

So with the accession of Augustus doubts and self-searchings die
down, and poets and prose-writers vie with one another in hymning
the glortes of the Empire and its supreme good fortune in finding a
God-sent ruler. Augustus was a man of extraordinary ability. In
his grasp of the whole, lus eye for detail, lus choice of the moments
when to strike and when to spare, he seemed almost infallible in his
best years. His organization of Asia Minor, of the Parthian Empire,
and of Gaul was masterly ; the stubborn Germans alone resisted the
Romanization effected elsewhere with a comparatively small force.
But the success of Augustus lay largely in his capacity for enhsting
‘able men and giving them discretion to use their judgment in cir-
cumstances which were necessarily beyond his control. Rome m
these days presents us with the paradox of increasmg corruption at the
centre and remarkable vigour, ability, and dutifulness in the provinces.
As we look over the Roman world, we may wonder at the almost
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unending supply of able soldier-admunistrators which continued
through centurtes which are commonly supposed to be the period of
its decline and fall. Gibbon says of the immediate successors of
Augustus that nothing saved them from oblivion but “ their unparal-
led vices and the splendid theatre in which they acted.” He hasno
mercy on the “ dark, unrelenting Tiberws, the furious Caligula, the
feeble Clauduus, the profligate and cruel Nero, the beastly Vatellius,
the umid Claudius, and mhuman Domitian.” These monsters,
nevertheless, had the good fortune to be served in the provinces by
men of the highest ability, who helped to create for Rome that tre-
mendous prestige which survived the most crushing disasters and was
carried far down into the Middle Ages. It is possible that this trans-
fusion of her blood over so wide an area was an actual cause of the
brain-exhaustion and decadence which afflicted her centre. But as
time went on, her history more and more 1llustrated Aristotle’s maxim
that conquering generals are a danger to the State. Every Emperor
had to beware of successful commanders m control of armies and
dreaming that the purple was within their grasp. In seventy years
there were twenty-three Emperors, more than half of whom perished
by violence.
2

The story of our own country, now, thanks to the labour of archz-
ologssts, being more and more revealed, may be taken as an example
of Roman activities in these years. We have Casar’s account of the
fierce people with their painted bodies, long moustaches, and streaming
hair, their formidable chariots and amazing skill with horses, who
awaited him when he landed on the Kentish coast in 55 B.c. They
were by no means savages, but their towrs were of the neolithic
type, and some of them practised a community of wives, living
in groups of ten or twelve, especially brothers with brothers and
fathers with sons. They were extremely pugnacious, and though they
healed their feuds to combine against the Romans, those north of the
Thames were often at war with those to the south. Within a few
generations the Romans had created on this unpromising soil an almost
perfect model in muniature of their own civilizarion ; and in this effort
they seem to have enhsted the good will and co-operation of the
Briush themselves.
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The labours of the late Professor Haverfield and subsequent researches
which are described by Professor R. G. Collingwood in a recently
published book,! reveal Roman Britain as an elaborately planned State
withm its limits  The greater part of it was divided into self~governing
cantons in which the old tribal capital or a newly built town became
the seat of Government. There were about a dozen of such capitals
and about fifty smaller towns, varyng from busy industrial centres
to mere stations, and all were joined up with paved roads. The
capitals themselves were small according to our standards ; except
London, none of them seems to have had more than 2,000 mhabitants.
But nearly all were perfect models of Roman urban culture, serving
as examples of what hfe was in Imperial Rome and what 1t might
become 1f the less civilized Britsh followed her example.

Evidently the walled town served as a centre of business, education,
and amusement for the surrounding country, for its lay-out was
altogether out of proportion to the population withimn its walls. Near
the centre of each town was a forum, a market square surrounded on
three sides by shops and flanked on the fourth by a basilica, an aisled
and colonnaded hall such as very few towns possess n the twenteth
century. In the little tribal capital of Silchester the basilica measured
240 ft. by nearly 60 ft., and 1t is supposed to have been 60 ft. high.
Seated in the modern fashion 1t would have held 4,000 people.

In nearly all were public baths, in which hundreds could bathe at
once. At Wroxeter there were hot and cold rooms, each measuring
80 ft. by 35 fr. Outside all the chief towns were amphitheatres with
banks of earth carrying wooden seats capable of holding some thou-
sands of spectators. Just as Emperors provided amusements for the
population of Rome, so, according to their scale, did each local
government of the provincial districts try to make 1ts own aty a
miniature Rome, and to provide the same gifts for the people wathin
its boundaries. The best houses 1n the towns were large, roomy,
richly decorated with tesselated pavements and frescoed walls, and
had spacious gardens behind them In some there were buldings
which have been 1dentified as hotels. There were numerous temples

1 Roman Britain and the English Settlements, by Professor R. G. Collingwood
and Mr. N L. Myres (Oxford, Clarendon Press).
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in which hospitality was offered with Roman tolerance to all the
cults, and at the end of the period Christian churches began to appear,
Outside the towns were the great villas, centrally heated, sumptuously
decorated, served by large numbers of slaves, working the adjacent
properties. Scattered about were the villages, where the non-
Romanized Brntish lived in beehive huts with thatched roofs and
generally on a lower level of culture. No doubt they benefited
somewhat from the urban and willa avilization, but 1t 15 suspected
that they were overtaxed for the benefit of the towns, and that their
resistance, or their inability to give the towns the necessary support
was one of the reasons for the decay of the towns which can be traced
before the departure of the Romans.

Roman Brtain had a chequered and at times a rather exciting his-
tory of its own. In the first and early second century A.p. the Roman
occupation was rough and ready, and most of the buildings erected
by the conquerors were stll of wood. Sporadic disturbances on the
part of the British had to be kept under, and at least once at the cost of
heavy casualties! It was not until Hadrian visited Britain (A.D. 123)
and started the buillding of the Great Wall that the Romans mtroduced
their practice of building in stone, and bult up the town and even-
tually the willa civihization of which the archzologists are now pre-
senting so clear a picture. In later years the appearances suggest a
decay 1n the urban civilization, while the villa civilization persisted,
but there were considerable periods when the two existed side by side.

Not infrequently Roman Britain was caught up into the troubled
poliics of Imperial Rome and the struggles of rival Emperors,
Septimius Severus died at York after a costly and only temporarily
successful expedition into Caledona, but Britamn seems to have been
unaffected by the savage struggle which followed between his sons n
Rome. For about ten years at the end of the third century Britain set
herself up as an independent Empire under Carausius, and if he or any
successor could havekept the command of the sea,itmighthave retained
this posiion. But Carausius was murdered by his finance minister,
Allectus, who, being a fraudulent financier and not a naval strategist,

1 For the unexplamed disappearance of the Ninth Legion and other evidences
of rebellion agamst Roman rule see Collmgwood and Myers, op. cit., pp.
128-9
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looked on while Constantius prepared the fleet which enabled him to
land a disciplined army which easily routed the motley barbarian
force that Allectus had got together to oppose him.  Britain was now
again drawn mto the Roman system, and by a reform of avil and
mihitary administration rendered safe, at least for the ume bemng, from
mnvaders by land or sea. But her fortunes were now indissolubly
linked with those of Rome, and when the legions were withdrawn
at the beginning of the fifth century, she was left with her back to the
wall to carry on a losing fight against raiders and rebels. Even then
there was no sudden collapse, but a gradual decline redeemed by many
moments of heroic resistance. ot till the sixth century did the dark-
ness of barbarism finally descend on the country.!

In spite of these viaissitudes there seem to have been two and a half
centuries—as long as from the end of the seventeenth century to the
present day—for the greater part of which Britain was the centre of a
highly finished civilizanon which, being exempt from the inroads of
barbarians that were plaguing Europe, offered a more secure and more
settled existence than almost any other part of the Roman Emprre.
Before the end of the period the older Roman villas would have had
the same stately antiquity as a Jacobean country house in our own time.

The remains point to the conclusion that much of this period was
a time of culture, comfort, and even luxury, mn which the
British population participated with no sense of being a conquered or
servile people. The form of government appears to have been very
much the same in Britain as in Gaul, the towns having their municipal
senates and officials bearing the Roman titles quastor, zdile, duumvir,
and quattuovir ; and in Britamn, as in Gaul, the well-to-do British
families appear to have learnt Latin, adopted Latin nan.es and customs,
and played a large part in the local government. The system of
roads, the imposing remains of the Roman cies of London, York,
Chester, and Colchester, and of the great bathing establishment of
Bath, much of it lymg beneath the Abbey and still uncovered, bear
their own witness to the kind of life hived by the well-to-do. It is
probable that not only the Roman-Bnitish, but many other rich people
from Gaul and even from Italy came to the healing springs of Bath in

! Gibbon, I, Chap. XIll.  Collingwood and Myres, op cit., Chap. XVIL
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the great days of the occupation. For general comfort and official
organization nothing like it was to be seen again m the island dll near
the end of the eighteenth century. Even now the great population
of the twentieth century lacks some of the amenities provided for the
small population in Roman times.

Suppose the Legions had not gone back—suppose they had decided
to remam and make Britain an oasis of Roman culture safe from Goth
and Visigoth and in later days from Saxon and Dane ! This surely
deserves a modest place among the might-have-beens of hustory.

3

I have digressed from the mam theme, but it 1s important to bear in

mund the contrast between the power and prestige of Rome as seen
» the provinces m these centuries and the corruption which even in
the early days was at work in the capital.

In Rome Emperors and plutocrats between them exhubited both
the vices that Plato and Aristotle had ascribed to tyranny and the waste
and profhgacy which they had associated with an oligarchy of wealch.
All the excesses and corruptions of all the possible systems seemed to
be working together 1n the capital from the accession of Tiberius to
the death of Donutian ; yet during a large part of this period the
great provinces were never more flourishing or better governed.
In North Africa, n Syria, m Asta Mmor the remams of beaunful
Roman towns bult by the légions tell their own tale. There
followed the great renascence of the Antonme period of which Gibbon
has said m a famous sentence that * if a man was called upon to fixa
period in the hustory of the world durmg which the condition of the
human race was most happy and prosperous, he would, without
hesitation, name that which elapsed from the death of Domtian to the
accession of Commodus (A.D. 90-180). The vast extent of the Roman
Empire was governed by absolute power under the guidance of virtue
and wisdom.” Yet, if we look outside Rome itself a large part of
the Empire shows the same appearance of prosperity and good govern-
ment under the bad Emperors as under the good. ~ After the annihila-
tion of the legions of Varus mn the Teutoburg there was no serious
military disaster ; the seas which Augustus had cleared of pirates
remained open to an ever-growing commerce ; the riches of the
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East poured into the West, manufactures multiplied especially 1n
Gaul ; the fury and folly of the bad Emperors seems to have spent
itself 1n Rome and the adjacent parts of Italy.

In these years philosophy turned inwards. Despotic rulers do
not encourage free thought about political insutution. Those who
ventured on that ground had to walk wanly ; the reputation of being
engaged 1n a conspiracy against the Emperor was too easily acquired
and too many were i waiting to passiton. Under the bad Emperors,
not what the State should do or what was wrong with 1ts mstitutions,
but how an individual might live tolerably and be at peace with
himself was the main subject of inquiry by the philosophic sects,
whether Stoic or Epicurean, Sceptic or Eclectic. The differences
between these schools were less important than their general agreement
that salvation was only to be found in the hife of the spirit. The idea
of a kingdom not of this world—not ““ dear city of Cecrops but dear
aty of God ”"—grows vivid precisely as the worldly kingdom seems
cruel and wicked. More and more the philosopher comes to fill the
place of the spintual director or confessor of later tme. He is attached
as court chaplain to the Emperor, as domestic chaplain to great generals
and nobles. In his brilhant study of this period which should be
familar to all students, Dr. Samuel Dill! has an illummating passage
on this subject :

Seneca, the tutor and mumster of Nero, is the greatest of these spirstual
directors, and undoubtedly he deserves credat for the Quinquennium Nerons,
the good five years with which the reign was inaugurated. His success
keepmng his balance and saving his enormous wealth during the subsequent
orgies of lus imper1al pupil, and his cringing attitude to Claudius, have some-
what tarnished the lustre of his ethical writings m the eyes of posterity ; but
a terrible and dufficult part fell to him in very evil times, and he acquitted
himself creditably 1n the end. In Seneca’s philosophical works the God of the
Stoics came so near the God of the Christians that an ingenious ecclesiastic of
later days forged a supposed correspondence between him and St. Paul to
account for the affinity. But the millionaire Stoic who kept 1 with Nero and

1 Dull, Roman Society from Nero to Marcus Aurelivs (Macnullan & Co.),

PP- 2934
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flattered Claudus could scarcely be surprised if some of his contemporaries
discovered a gap between his creed and hus Iife.

Religious ferment was unceasing mn these years. Immense numbers were
attracted by the mystery religtons—the cults of Isis and Serapts, of the Magna
Mater, of Mithra with its hornd taurobohum, or pursfication through the
blood of bulls. Piety was often a cover for lubricity, and the most exalted
sentiments attended some of the foulest practices. Among the more mtelligent
philosophy gamed by the contrast between 1ts simpler and purer doctrme and
the extravagance and orientalism of these cults. Stoics pomnted to the mner
witness, Cynics claimed to be ambassadors of God and enjoined an ascetism
akm to that of Christian monks ; revivalists like Apollonius of Tyana preached
to 1mmense audiences from temple steps and rebuked their sins; Plutarch
lectured on morals, formulating a2 new theology of Pagamsm 1n which
dzmonology played a central part. Through 1t all the Emperors, following
the example of Augustus, laboured to preserve and even amphfy the old
Roman religion The sacred college of which, as Pontfex Maximus, the
Emperor was head, exercised supreme control over the whole field of religion.
To restore temples, to revive ancient rites, to be profuse m expenditure on
festivals and ceremomies, were the aims of all the Princes, with the possible
exception of Nero, who was more concerned about hus own houses and palaces
than about the temples of the gods. Marcus Aurelius performed all the sacred
offices as Pontifex Maximus, reciting from memory every word of the ancient
liturgy, which by this time had become almost mcomprehensible to the
vulgar 1

Such in general was the part played by philosophy, religion and
superstiion m Rome at the end of the first and beginng of the
second century A.D.

1 Dill, p s3s.

141



CHAPTER XV

THE COMING OF CHRISTIANITY

I

NTO the colluvies of religions and superstitions described in the last
chapter Chnstiamty was now working its way. So decisive a
factor as 1t proved 1tself to be mn the evolution of government from
the fourth century down to our own time needs as much attention
from the students of politics as of theology.

It might be supposed that the Chrisnan doctrine had everything to
commend 1t to intelligent people of pious dispositon. It offered
certainties about God and the nature of things m place of the specula~
tions of philosophers ; 1t practised a pure and simple mysticism in
contrast with the extravagances and barbarities of the other mystery
religions ; 1ts adherents lived blameless lives, at all events n the early
days. Why, then, in these early days was it excluded from the genial
tolerance which Rome extended to so many strange cults and even to
the Jews, of whom onginally Christians were supposed to be a sect ?
There 1s no easy answer to this question. Harnack has made a collec-
tion of the denunciations and opprobrious epithets showered upon
Christians by writers of the lughest repute, Tacitus, Suetonius, Pliny,!
and they strike us not merely by their violence but by their grotesque
_ inappropmnateness to the followers of Jesus Christ. These men and
women whose gospel was love and who overflowed with charity to
all mankind, who walked humbly and modestly, were charged

1 Mission and Expansion of Christianity, Engl. trans. by Dr. James Moffat
(London, Williams and Norgate), I, p- 267. “ Superstitio nova et

malefica” ; “superstitio prava mmmodica” ; “ exitabihs superstinio > are
expresstons used respectively by Suetonius, Pliny, and Tacitus.
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with hatred of the human race and said to be guilty of abommable
crimes.

There is a note of fear in these denunciations. Early 1n the day the
Christians gained the reputation of being pohtically dangerous as no
other religious sect. They held together ; they ncreased in a mys-
terious way. They were a people, cried the pagan Czallus, who
loved darkness and shunned the light, who were silent in public and
whispered m comers, who recognized one another by secret signs and
tokens, and fell in Jove almost before they were acquainted. Why
had they no altars, no temples, no recognized images, like other
religions, unless the object of their worship deserved punishment or
was something to be ashamed of ? Who was this unique, solitary,
forlorn god whom no free people, no realm, and no Roman cult or
superstition had ever known ? The lonely and wretched race of the
Jews worshipped one god by themselves, but they did 1t openly, with
temples, altars, vicams, and ceremonies, and their god had so lttle
strength and power that he and all his nation were 1n bondage to the
deittes of Rome ! But the Chnistians |  What monstrosities, what
portents were they pretending to have discovered ?

The comparison with the Jews furnishes one of the principal clues.
The Jews mught be dishked, but they were supposed to be harmless
fanatics whose operations were above-board. The Christians were
underground workers who needed constant watching lest they should
be dangerous to the State. For this reason the Jews seem never to
have been submitted to the test of Emperor-worship, but the Christians
very soon were. Were they loyal to the Empire or were they not ?
If they were, they could not possibly object to offering incense and
wine to the image of the Casar—a thing to which no sensible Roman,
however religious he might be and whatever gods he might worship,
took exception. It was like standing when the national anthem was
sung or saluting the flag of the regiment. If the Christian did object,
it was proof positive that he was really engaged in the treasonable
conspiracy which his furtive ways and whispering in corners suggested.
Enough did object to increase suspicion ; the tests grew harder, the
suspect was ordered to say explhatly whether he was or was not a
Christian, to deny his Master on pain of instant execution.
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2

Readers of Gibbon’s famous chapters have the material for forming
their judgment about the magmtude of the persecutions and the
mouves of the persecuting Emperors, who imncluded the good Em-
perors as well as the bad, Trajan, Dioclettan, and Marcus Aurelius,
as well as Nero, Caligula, and Domitian I we follow Gibbon’s
figures, which seem to be generally accepted by theological writers,
the total number of Christians who were put to death during the ten
years of the Diocletian persecution was not more than 2000, and on
the same scale the total number of all the martyrs in the various per-
secutions would scarcely be more than three times that number,
Gibbon concludes his chapter (XVI) with reflections on the *“ melan-
choly truth ” that Christans * 1 the course of their mtestine dissen~
sions have inflicted far greater severities on each other than they had
experienced from the zeal of infidels.” A modern might add that the
new pagaus of these latter days have slaughtered bishops and priests
on an even greater scale and with a more indiscriminate ferocity than
their predecessors in Roman times.

Intervals of tolerance were followed by renewal of persecutions,
and often when we should least expect it. The good Emperors
acted with obvious reluctance. Pliny, n secking the advice of Trajan,
puts the best case he can for the Chrstians and says that he only acted
when he had no doubt that ““ obstinacy and mvincble contumacy
deserved punishment.” He gives a touching account, evidently
mtended to soften the Emperor’s heart, of their demeanour on trial :

They maintain that their guult or folly had amounted only to this : That on
a fixed day they had been wont to meet before sunrise—to repeat in alternate
verses a form of words in honour of Chrst, as of a God—and to bind them~
selves by a solemn vow not to do any wickedness, but agamst stealing, agamst
brigandage, against adultery, against breaches of faith, agamst repudiations of
truth ; that after these mtes it had been their custom to separate, and then to
meet again for the pupose of taking food, ordinary and innocent food, but that
they had ceased even to do this after the edict in which, obeyng your instruc-
tions, I had forbid political societies. I thought it all the more necessary to
examine two maid-servants, who were styled deaconesses, with the further
aid of torture, but I discovered nothing except perverse and extravagant
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superstition I therefore adjourned the mquiry and had instant recourse to
your counsel.t

The Emperor replied that though when they are reported and con-
victed they must be pumshed, they must not be sought out, and in no
case must anonymous accusations be used against any of them. Even
when convicted they should be pardoned and their past record wiped
out, if they will show their repentance by worshipping * our gods.”

It will be observed that the edict under which Pliny 1s acting 15 one
“ forbidding political societies.”  To be a Chnstian was undoubtedly,
as the officials of the Empire saw 1t, to be 2 member of a political
society, and one particularly difficult to deal with. Christians were
not only m Rome, where they could be watched ; they were all
over the Empire and might easily act as “ cells,” 1 the modern phrase,
to promote sedition m outlying regions. As time went on they were
credibly reported to have penetrated the houscholds of nobles and
officials and to have large followings among women and slaves. The
different centres corresponded with one another, using symbols and
unintelligible expressions which might well arouse suspicion when
their letters fell nto the hands of the police, and transmitted con-
siderable sums of money from one “cell” to another. All such
proceedings are hateful to despotism, and in the atmosphere of alarm
in which most of the Emperors lived 1t needed very little to mnterpret
them as evidence of a dangerous secret conspiracy. The innocent
but—for 1ts purpose—extremely efficient organization of the churches
easily lent 1eself to that interpretation. Their pagan fellow-cinzens
dubbed the Christians a * third race ” standing apart from the rest of
the community and its civic obligations ; and officials of the Empire
judged them to be an alien and indigestible element, much as the
modern German judges the Jews. The pagan crowds shouted
“ Usque quo genus tertum ? ’  “ How long are we to endure the
third race?” 2

It added to their offence that they continued to grow in numbers
whether the official policy was one of repression or tolerance. Repres-
sion kindled a passion for martyrdom—in the official mind one of the

1 Plny, Epistles, X, 77 ; trans. R. C. Jebb.
2 Harnack, op. cit., I, p. 273.
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most mexphcable and exasperating charactenistics of the sect—and
never went far enough to destroy them. Tolerance drew them out
of their shelter and gave them the opportunity of spreading their
doctrines openly and defiantly. In the third century, though sull 2
relatively small minority compared with the whole number of citizens,
they were by far the largest of the religious or philosophical sects.
The catacombs in Rome, which served as their burial grounds, were
already of enormous extent and bear their own watness to the magni-
tude of their numbers in the city itself. Excavations on the scale of
these catacombs could only have been executed by a large and active
community with the knowledge of the authorities. In normal times
Christians carried on their funeral rites and performed their memorial
services without any concealment, but the winding underground
passages with secret ways in and ways out offered them hiding-places
and means of escape which were a serious complication for the police
when they were officially banned.

3

In refusing to accept the test of Emperor-worship the Christians had,
unknown to themselves, opened a controversy which to this day
remains the central 1ssue between religion and State. Harnack goes
to the root of the matter :

From the practical pomt of view, what was of still greater moment than
the campaign against the world and worship of the gods was the campaign
against the apotheosis of men. This struggle which reached 1ts height in the
uncompromusing rejection of the imperial cultus, marked at the same time the
resolute protest of Christianity agamst the blending of religion and patriotism,
and consequently against that cultus of the State in which the State (person-
fied in the Emperor) itself formed the object of the cultus. One of the
cardinal aims and issues of the Christian religion was to draw a sharp lne
between the worship of God and the honour due to the State and to its
leaders. Chrmistiamity tore up political religion by the roots.

With the alteration of a very few words this passage (published in
1908) would apply almost exactly to the struggle between the
German Confessional churches and the German totalitaran State,

1 Harnack, op. cit., I, p. 205.
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which, personified in the “leader,” claims the subrussion of its
Christian subjects, as did the Roman State personified in the Emperor.

But then, as later, the question arose, could the Christians live up to
their own high doctrine ?  The pagan observed all through the third
century that while they rejected the apotheosis of the Emperor, they
apparently had no objection to the defication of their own apostles,
patriarchs, martyrs, and archangels. Theoretically the lme between
the worship of God and the cult of saints, intercessors, and deliverers
might be clear to the Christians, but it was very far from clear to the
pagan. “If” asked the pagan Porphyry, “you declare that beside
God there are angels who are not subject to suffering and death and
are mcorruptible in nature—just the beings we call gods, inasmuch as
they stand near the god-head—then what 1s all the dispute about?
Are we to consider 1t merely a difference of terminology 2”1 For all
1ts monotheism, Christiamty at the close of the third century abounded
n objects of devotion and adoration, and on this ground it was the
equal of any other cult.

Chnistanity, m fact, was in active, though possibly unconscious,
competition with pagamsm during the last half of the thud century.
It was in this period chiefly that Chnstians multiphed. Harnack
estimates their number in Rome at or about 250 A.D. at 30,000, and
thinks it probable that it had “ doubled, perhaps quadrupled ” by the
beginning of the fourth century.? The Decian and Diocletian per-
secutions appear to have done nothing but increase their numbers. The
less heroic withdrew while the persecution lasted, but reappeared and
were reinforced by large numbers of new converts as soon as it was
over. By the beginning of the fourth century, practically the whole of
Asia Mmor was Christianized, and i Antioch, Egypt, Africa, and
southern Gaul Christians were both numerous and powerful. Con-
stantine’s Edict of Milan in 313, granting tolerance to all religions, and
his practical adoption of Christianity as the official religion ten years
later, when hus victory over Licinius had given him sole domination
over the Roman world, were believed m ancient times to have been
sudden and miraculous events. But mn the positton which Christianity
had won a Constantine was bound to come. An official religion was

1 Harnack, op. cit., I, pp. 299-300. 2 Ibd , 11, p. 459
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essential to the Emperor and pagamsm was evidently a broken reed.
The choice for lum was cither to suppress the new religion or to annex
it. Suppression had failed ; annexation remamed.!

All that was needed was, in Harnack’s words,

an acute and forceful statesman and one who at the same ume had a wital
mterest m the rehgious sitwation  Such a man was Constantine Bemng a
man of msight, he recognized and firmly grasped what was mevitable. It
was not on any artificial or arbitrary ground that he laid down the basic
principles of his Imperal State Church ; what he did was to let the leading
provinces have the religion they desired. Whereupon other provinces had
simply to follow suit.

Not least we may suppose 1t to have been in his mind, when starting
to build his new capital on the Bosphorus, that the religion he had
chosen was practically that of the whole of Asia Mmor, which might
reasonably be expected to accord him a special loyalty as the impenal
champion of its faith. Nor need we suppose 1t to have been absent
from his thoughts that when he tumned to the East he would leave
behind him m Rome a powerful body of ecclesiastics armed with
avil authonty, who would have a special motive for guarding his

1 Harnack’s analysis of the various factors which caused Christiamity to
prevail over 1ts rivals 1s worth careful study. He winds up hus final chapter in
hus Mission and Expansion of Christianity thus : ““ It baffles us to determune the
relative amount of impetus exerted by each of the forces whuch characterized
Christianity  to ascertain, e g., how much was due to 1ts spiritual monotheism,
to 1ts preaching of Jesus Christ, to 1ts hope of immortality, to 1ts active charity
and system of social aid, to 1ts discipline and organization, to its syncretistic
capacity and contour, or to the skill which 1t developed m the third century
for surpassing the fascinations of any superstition whatsoever. Chrstianity
was a religion which proclaimed the living God, for whom man was made
It also brought men life and knowledge, umty and muluplicity, the known and
the unknown. Bom of the spirit, 1t soon learnt to consecrate the earthly.
To the simple 1t was simple ; to the sublime, sublime. It was a umversal
religion 1n the sense that 1t enjomned precepts binding upon all men, and also
in the sense that 1t brought men what each mdividual specially craved. Chris-
tamty became a Church, a Church for the world, and thereby 1t secured the
use of all possible means of authority, besides the sword itself. It continued to
be exclusive, and yet 1t drew to 1tself any outside element that was of any value
By thus sign 1t conquered ; for on all human things, on what was eternal and
on what was transtent alike, Chnistianity had set the cross.”
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mterests There 1s little doubt that he was fully alive to the polical
consequences of hus action and counted confidently on their beng to
his advantage

About his private convictions it is uscless to speculate.  Criticism
has dealt unkindly with the famous story of his vision, but he knew
how to use this and other adventitious aids to kindle enthustasm 2mong
his following. He jomned 1 prayer with the faithful ; he spent labori-
ous hours mn scarching the Scriptures and preparing discourses which
he delivered to applauding audiences of the converted. Gibbon's
mahcious suggestion that he postponed his baptism untl he was on
his death-bed, in order to be free of Chmstian obligations untl a last
hour when he might have the benefit of Christian absolution, probably
overshoots the mark, but the man who murdered his eldest son 1n the
very year in which he convened the Council of Nice can scarcely be
cited as an example of Christian piety. But in the fourteen years
between the Edict of Milan and the death of Constantine, the whole
Roman world, pagan and Chrstian, was in a seethe of emotional
excitement, in which hardly anybody, and certainly not the Emperor,
knew what had been done or what 1ts consequences were to be.

4

Then began for Constantine a voyage of discovery with many
unpleasant surprises. In the beginning all went well for the Emperor.
The austere resolution of the Christians to have no traffic with the
rulers of this world was severely shaken by the enormous compliment
pad to them by the greatest of all earthly rulers. They were at his
feet and set no bounds to their eulogies and acclamations. But they
were soon to discover that there were serious drawbacks in the new
positton. Chnstianity was now to take the place of the old pagan
worship, and that had been an integral part of the apparatus of the
State. In the fourth century the idea of a State without a religion—
a religion in which the great political officials were also pontiffs and
hierarchs—was unthinkable, and though the priority in the religious
sphere might in theory be conceded to the Church, the ulumate control
hitherto exercised by the Emperor was bound to be reserved to him
as head of the secular State. The new order, in fact, was rooted in the
old association of State and religion which had continued unbroken
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throughout the history of both Republic and Empire. In an age of
universal supersution 1t was impossible that the State should let pass
out of 1ts hands mnto the hands of an independent caste of bishops and
priests the exercise of the tremendous power, which, according to
Christian behef, was vested in the Church. That mught too easily
be used to the discomfiture of the secular authorides.

There was yet another difficulty which the Emperor had not fore-
seen. In pagan tumes the test of orthodoxy was the simple one of
Emperor-worship  Those who conformed in thus one respect were
free to believe what they chose. They might worship at the old
shrines, follow the cult of Mithra, profess the Christian faith or one of
the agnostic philosophies. ~ All the faiths were tolerant of one another
and 1t was no concern of the State to decide which of them possessed
the truth. With the adoption of Christianity all this was changed.
The Church claimed to be the sole depository of something conceived
as absolute truth, and the State m adopting the Church found itself
committed to the guardianship of this truth. It was an unpleasant
surprise to Constantine, who seems to have contemplated tolerance of
the old beliefs as part at all events of the imtial stage and who 1magined
that in the Edict of Milan he had conferred on all citzens of the Roman
world the privilege of choosing and professing their own religion.
He now found humself under strong pressure to make large concessions
to Chrstians at the expense of pagans, and even to aid and abet them
in what was to all intents and purposes a persecution of pagans.
Tolerance of mfidels regarded as enemies of Christ and the truth was
no part of Christian charity in those days.

More embarrassing sull, the Emperor next discovered that, though
claimmg to be in possession of absolute truth, the Christians were
rent with conflicts about the definition of this truth. Gibbon drily
observes that “a Roman general, whose religion might still be a
subject of doubt and whose mind had not been enlightened either by
study or by mspiration, was indifferently qualified to discuss, in the
Greek language, a metaphysical question or an article of faith.” But
Constantine had to face the fact that the controversy about the nature
of the Trinity threatened violence and disorder in large parts of the
Empire, and that some settlement of it was a State necessity. He
approached this part of his task in the spint of the Roman proconsul
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Lucius Gellius, mentioned in a previous chapter, who, as Cicero tells
us, was moved to wonder and pity at the large number of philoso-
phers he found in Athens and the vexaton of spirit and
waste of time they inflicted on one another by their intermnable
arguments He therefore, as Cicero goes on to say, called them
together and urgently advised them to come at length to some
settlement of their controversies, and in case they should need
outside assistance, good-naturedly offered his own services. Just so
did Constantine summon the bishops to conferences at Rome, Arles,
at Nice, at Rimini, to settle the doctnine of the Trinity, and came him-
self to hsten to their disputes, sitting humbly on a stool before the
assembled bishops. But the Counals fadled to restore peace, for
though they mught declare their authonty to be supreme, there
always remained a minority who considered it a matter of conscience
to refuse submission and did not scruple to have recourse to violence
in support of their views. Constantine began by counselling modera-
tion and attributing the trouble to a trifling and subtle quesdon con-
cerning an mcomprehensible point of law. But as the controversy
developed the parties compelled him to take sides, and being thoroughly
confused about the differences between orthodoxy and Amamsm,
“ homoousion ” and *“ homoiousion,” and the other numerous fine
pomts made by the different sects, he found himself protecting the
heretical Arans, persecuting the orthodox Athanasians, upholding the
council of Nice as the bulwark of the Chnstian faith ; and mn the end
receiving baptism at the hands of an Arnan bishop.

5
The same facts make amazingly different impressions on different
minds. Events which move Gibbon to his sardonic comments on
ecclestiastical human nature appeal to John Henry Newman as con-
clusive proof of divine guidance leading the Church to mfallible truth :

“It is the vast Catholic body itself, and 1t only,” says Newman,! * which
affords an arena for both combatants in the awful, never-ending duel (between
Authority and Private Judgment). It 1s necessary for the very life of religion,
viewed 1n 1ts large operations and its hustory, that the warfare should be mnces-

1 Apologia, onginal edition, p 391.
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santly carried on. Every exercise of Infallibility 1s brought out mnto act by an
intense and varied operation of Reason, from withmn and without, and provokes
agam a reaction of Reason agamst 1t ; and 4s in a civil polity the State exusts
and endures by means of the rivalry and collision, the encroachments and
defeats of 1ts constituents parts, so mn like manner Catholic Christendom 1s no
simple exhibition of religious absolutism, but 1t presents a continuous picture
of Authonity and Private Judgment alternately advancing and retreating as the
¢bb and flow of the tide ;—1t 15 a vast assemblage of human bemngs with wilful
intellects and wild passions, brought together mto one by the beauty and majesty
of a Superhuman Power—mto what may be called a large reformatory or
traming-school, not to be sent to bed, not to be buried alive, but for the
melting, refinng and moulding, as 1n some moral factory, by an incessant
noisy process (if I may proceed to another metaphor) of the raw material of
human natute, so excellent, so dangerous, so capable of divine purposes.

One may faintly imagine the despair with which the untutored Con-
stantine, accustomed to the live and let-live of the pagan sects, would
have read this passage 1f it had been presented to lum by a Chrstian
bishop at the time of s adoption of Chnstianity. He had vamly
supposed that the Edict of Milan—the edict of toleration, as it was
called—would bring peace to all the sects, pagan or Christian, and
now he found that the *“ tumultuous city of Alexandria” was aflame
with controversy about the nature of the Trinity, and that the discord
was spreading from the theologians to the clergy, from the clergy to
the people and the provinces, from Africa to Asia, and threatening
to mvade Rome ielf. The chief part of this history belongs to
theology, and 1t would have been fortunate for Constantine and his
successors if it could have been kept within the theological boundares,
But this was precisely what was impossible at this time. A bishop
appealing to the Emperor to arm hum wath authority to quell tumult n
hus diocese could not be told simply to mind his own busmness and deal
with his own turbulent followers. Like Pontius Pilate, the Emperor
was beset with doubts and musgivings, but in the cnd found 1t impos-
sible to resist the demand of the bishops that they should be armed with
authority to banish heretcs, to condemn their writings, and threaten
with death those in whose possession these writings might be found.
The heretic might be Arius at one moment and Athanastus at another,
but 1n excher case there was the imperative necessity of keeping order.
The consequences of this were to be far-reaching,
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CHAPTER XVI

THE WESTERN EMPIRE—LAST PHASE

I

I TURN back from the religious to the chief secular aspects of this
period. Though the two things are inextricably interwoven, a
writer has necessarily to consider them separately.

We are now far removed from the Greek city-state and the philo-
sophical writing founded on its experience The Roman Emperors
do mdeed illustrate the vices that Plato and Amstotle attribute to
tyranny and suffer an even more lurid fate at the hands of assassins
and rival factions than they predicted. But their story, though full
of edification to the moralist, pagan or Christian, has only a negative
mterest to the student of institutions.  There 1s no longer any question
of the comparative value of democracy, oligarchy, anstocracy,
monarchy ; the theme is now the breakdown of a vast system of
centralized bureaucracy, depending for its efficiency upon the genius
of individuals, who are liable to challenge by rivals when they suc-
ceed, and are unable to found dynasties to carry on their work when
they die or are assassinated. For centuries to come the unsolved
question of the succession was to be one of the chef drawbacks of
monarchical government and to deprive 1t of the contmuity essential
to good admmistration over a wide area.

The popular 1dea of the dechine and fall of the Roman Empire 1s
that of Roman awvihization entrenched within the walls of the city of
Rome and battered to death by the assaults of “ barbarians.” The
reality was far otherwise. If purity of blood and race 1s the test of
national greatness, the Romans must be judged decadent long before
the great mvasions. An immense alien population of slaves and
freedmen—the result of conquest—had been planted on Italian soil ;
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»

the comprehensive hospitality which admitted  barbarians” to
Roman auzenship and enbsted them m the imperial service through-
out the Provinces had largely obliterated the line between Romans
and the subject races. Intermarriage was common and by no means
frowned upon. Several of the Emperors themselves were “bar-
bartans.” Trajan was a Spaniard ; Septimius Severus an African,
Tus son Caracalla and nephew Heliogabalus were barbarians m manners
as well as in origin ; Philp was another African ; Maximin a Pan-
nonian. In and after the reign of Theodosius German chiefs not only
obtained great military commands, but were practically rulers of the
Empire when the Emperors were weakhings. It would be possible
without much straining of the facts to write the story of the decline
and fall as an mterminable crvil war between the men who for the
ume being were in control in the capital and the powerful military
chiefs who held the chief commands in the provinces. There were
numerous “ barbarians ” m both camps, but most of them, so far
from objecung to Roman rule, were ready to go all lengths to
obtain the prizes that the Empire had to offer.

We have evidence of the extent to which Rome itself was being
Germanized in the legislation of this period. Dr. Dill, who has made
a careful study of the subject, quotes! three edicts of Honorus
between 397 and 416 which forbid the wearing of trousers, long hair,
and fur coats of the barbanan style within the precincts of the aty.
The tone of the law of 416 leaves no doubt that the rage for German
fashions was widespread, and that the previous edicts had been dis-
regarded. Argobastes, the Frank, a member of a German tribe, who
had been appointed Master-General of Gaul, probably instigated the
murder of Valentinian II, and according to Gibbon was determined
“ either to rule or to ruin ” the Western Empire. Alaric the Visigoth
was a Roman-trained soldier who had commanded the Gothic
auxiharies in Theodosius’s last campaign, and 1t is surmised that he too
had a quarrel with hus Roman superiors. The preliminary phase to
the first sack of Rome was a stubborn conflict between two * bar-
barians ” Alanc the Visigoth and Stilicho the Vandal, who was to all
intents and purposes Emperor of the West. If Honorus, the nominal

! Roman Society in the Last Century of the Western Empire, TV, Chaps. I and IT
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Emperor, had not been foolish enough to procure the assassination of
Salicho, it is improbable that Alaric would ever have eritered Rome.

In the next forty years Attila and his Huns were thrown back at the
battle of Chalons by Aenus—himself probably of “ barbaran™
origin—with a mixed force of Romans, Visigoths, Burgundians, and
other *barbarian” fewderati. Then again history repeated itself.
The Emperor (Valentinian III) procured the assassmation of Aetius
(whose friends avenged him by assassinatung the Emperor), and 1 the
turmoil which followed the Vandals sailed across from Carthage under
Gaseric and looted the city (455 A.D.).

2

For the next twenty years “barbarian” generals installed n
Rome were masters of the Western Empire, and created and deposed
Emperors at will.  For the first sixteen years of this period the German
Rucimer, of Suevic and Visigothic descent, having murdered Majorian,
the last of the ruling Emperors, held the reins with a succession of
puppet Emperors. After lum came Odoacer, a Danubian of the
tribe of Scyrr, leader of the * barbarians ”” from beyond the Danube,
who now made up the greater part of the German army in Italy.
Having a keener sense of reality than most of hus predecessors, he
deposed the last of the puppet Emperors, contemptuously called
Romulus the hittle Augustus, and so made an end of the Western
Empire. In theory the depositon of the western Emperor restored
the unity of the Empire and made the Emperor in the East once more
supreme over all. This was only a theory and, as 1t turned out m the
end, a disastrous one, for the Eastern Emperor was unable to assert
lus authonity and both injured himself and brought disaster on Rome
in his endeavours to do so.

Odoacer was now master of Italy, though he considered 1t prudent
to recognize the nominal authonity of the Emperor in the East. But
he too, after thirteen years, was threatened by other * barbarians,”
this time the Ostrogoths under their extremely capable leader
Theodoric, who had spent much of his youth as a hostage in Constan-
tinople and had there gamed a thorough knowledge of Roman insti-
tutions which had inspired um with a great respect for the name and
tradition of Rome, and at the same time shown him the weakness of
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the exssting Empire.  Unfortunately for Odoacer, Zeno, the Emperor
of the East, was not a puppet but a shrewd, capable, and jealous man,
who saw the opportumty of smiting the Empire in the West and
removing the Ostrogoths and their leader to a comfortable distance
from Constantinople. Zeno accordingly commissioned Theodoric
to mvade Iraly and dispose of Odoacer—which he did by luring him,
out of his impregnable stronghold at Ravenna and assassinating ham
(a.D. 493). Despite this and one or two other blots on his record
Theodoric proved the wisest and most capable ruler seen in the West
since the age of the Antonmes. “His manner of ruling over lus
subjects,” says Procopius, who, as the hustorian of the Eastern Empire
may be taken as a disinterested witness, “ was worthy of a great
Emperor ; for he maintamed justice, made good laws, protected his
country from invasion, and gave proof of extraordmary prudence
and valour.” Under huis rule Italy prospered, the ravages of the
barbanans were repaired, and Rome was largely rebuilt.

In hus History of Europe, Fisher raises the interesting question whether,
but for the untimely action of Justinian 1n invading Italy (A.D. 553),
the Ostrogoths might not have been established there and altered the
whole course of hustory, both by saving the country from the horrors
of the invasions by Franks, Alemans, and Lombards, which now
awaited 1t, and by effecting an Itahian unity which would have avoided
the revival of the Empire m the West and the creation of the Papal
State. Theodoric, however, was a very exceptional kind of Ostro-
goth, and the usual disruption appears to have set 1n soon after his
death and to have made considerable progress before Belisarius and
Narses appeared on the scene.

3

The lurc of Rome, even when the seat of Government had been
moved to Milan or Ravenna, Rome, the great name, surviving in
memory and tradition all loss of actual power and dommion, was for
centuries to come to exercise a fatal fascination upon the ambitious and
to be the last infirmity of more than one noble mind. Justinian had
far better have devoted to the Eastern Empire the men and treasure
which he wasted on a vain endeavour to make himself master of the
old Roman Empire. The realities of that had long passed away ;
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the struggles were now only for names and shadows Who i the
sixth century could be cernficd as “ Roman” and who branded as
“barbarian ”’ ?

The question now was whether any of the races cither in Italy or
the Provinces could form a nucleus round which the others could
rally, or any ruler not merely establish himself against rivals and
aggressors mn his hfeame but create a dynasty which would secure
continuous admunistration after hus death.

The damage done to Rome and Italy by the barbarian invasions
has probably been somewhat exaggerated. St. Augustine makes it
part of lus defence of Chrstianity that Alaric, bemng a Christian
(albeit an Anan), did comparatively httle damage. Rutilius, writing
six years after Alaric’s raid, pamnts a picture of the aty mn which the
great palaces and temples are sull standing, and this “ fair queen of the
world ” 1s hailed in her splendour as the symbol of a world-wide and
God-like sway. The barbaran raiders went almost as quickly as they
came ; theirr armies were comparatively small, and though they
ravaged the countryside they appear to have left many of the great
villas untouched.

The worst havoc was wrought by Justinian’s generals, Belisarius
and Narses. The force they commanded was nominally Roman,
but in reality, as Fisher says, “ even more alien to the native popula-
tion of Italy than the Gothic swordsmen who had been peaceably
settled m the country for half a century.” Its advance was attended
by devastation and massacre on the largest scale. Fisher pamnts a
gloomy picture of the plight of Rome when it had finished 1ts work.

The teemung capital with 1ts luxurious public baths, its system of food
doles and popular amusements, had disappeared. In 1ts place a few thousand
mmpoverished beings, many of them clerics, lingered on among the monuments
of ancient greatness, henceforth and for many centuries to come to be girdled
by undrained and malarious wastes, No more was there a Roman Senate.
The last arcus had been held, the last tumph celebrated, the last consul
elected.

This, nevertheless, was the city the very sight of which, with its great
churches and shrines, its tombs of the apostles and saints and other

1 Fisher, History of Europe, p. 130.
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noble buildings, was to throw Charlemagne mto ecstasies 200 years
later. Apparenty m the intervening period the great change had
been accomplished which converted it from the capital of the Pagan
Empire mto the centre of Catholic Chnistianity. ‘

The resilience of Rome after 1ts disasters 1s one of the muracles of
hstory. Apollnans Sidonws, the Gallo-Roman, who in one of his
Jetters gives us an account of his visit to the city i the year 468, says
not a word about 1ts sack by the Vandals twelve years earlier. The
aty is en féte, for the marriage of Ricimer, the Visigoth and de facto
ruler of the Empire, to Alypia the daughter of Anthemius, one of the
puppet Emperors, and Sidonius sees “ the wealth of two Empires
blown to the winds 1n the process.” High society 1s enjoying itself as
carelessly and extravagantly under the rule of the Visigoth as in the
great days. Markets and theatres are thronged, crowds of clients fill
the halls of the Senatorial magnates. The only hint of trouble is that
when Sidontus 15 appomted Prefect of the city he becomes anxious
about the food-supphes, for which, as a set~off to this lugh distinction,
he becomes responsible. I rather fear,” he says, “ that there may be
an uproar m the theatres if the supphes of grain run short, and that the
hunger of all the Romans may be laid to my account.” His fears
were well justified, for Africa, the principal granary of the Empire
was now in the hands of the Vandals, who certamly were not con-
cerned to see that Rome was supplied. But in these days the great
majority were totally ignorant of what was happening outside a very
narrow circle, and seem to have lived care-free between one raid and
the next. !

4
We may get some light on these centuries by considering our own
expenience as an Imperial Power. In India we have passed through

1 Sidomas, Epistles, I-VII ; see also Dill, op. cit., p. 260. Orosius, the
Spanssh priest and disciple of St. Augustine, speaks of the capture of Rome
as a smgle act of brigandage 1 a world enjoymng general tranquillity. The
Goths, says Dill, “1n their first onset mught be fierce and rapacious, but they
were after all fellow-Christians.  Their chief had kept mvioﬁtc the Christian
churches ; the soldiers n the mudst of their pillage had formed a singular

procession to escort the sacred vessels to the basihca of St. Peter, smgmg
hymns as they went.”
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two stages, first in deahng with the people as we found them and next
in dealing with the people as we made them. The first stage was
comparatively sumple. It was a question of conquest and submussion.
After that there mught be a rebellion if unwittingly or otherwise we
offended religious susceptibilities, and in that case the problem was
again one of suppression and punishment requiring a certain amount of
force. But with the one exception of the Mutiny the officials of the
East India Company and their successors i the Indian Civil Service
admimstered the country on a friendly footing with the Indian people
for nearly a century. The next stage, when these people had learnt
from their rulers Western traditions and ways of life was much more
difficult. We had educated them and led them in this direction and
they wished to know why they should not govern themselves as we
did ourselves. We answered with concessions leading up to self-
government within the framework of the British Empire, but there
have been new and perplexing problems all the way, and it 1s impos-
sible to say that we have reached anything like a final solution. The
question for us is not merely whether a democracy can govern an
Empire, but whether mndependent or semi-independent democracies
can work in the same Empire.

In late Republican and early Empire times Rome produced a large
number of highly capable soldier-administrators who had the faculty,
as the Brish in hke case, of getting on with the peoples they had
conquered. But they too, like the British, passed by degrees mnto a
second stage i which these people had become Romanized. Their
solution, like ours, was a liberal one ; they sought to bring their new
subjects into the circle of Roman citizenships and to give them local
and municipal self-government, and to open all offices, even the
highest, to men of capacity among them without compromising the
theory, that Rome was over all. But these subjects were not divided
from them by any gulf of race and blood or even of religion, as the
East 15 from the West. When Rome adopted Christianity, most of
them became Chnstians of one sect or another ; intermarriage mixed
all the races and as the years went on it became more and more
difficult to distinguish between Roman and “ barbarian.” In some
respects Roman Gaul, if we may judge from the descriptions of its
beauuful cities, its great villas, and its social and cultural hfe given by
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writers like Apollinans Sidonius more than held its own with Italy.
Many of the wealthiest and most cultivated Romans seem actually to
have preferred to live in Gaul. .

This upset the balance of the Empire, but Rome by its imnrense
prestige continued to cast its spell over all. To be consul or prefect,
even to wear the purple, became the ambiuon of gifted and able
provincials, whether they were Roman or barbaman in origm.
What Tacitus called the arcanum imperii—that an Emperor could be
made elsewhere than at Rome—became a fatal weakness in later
years. The distracting ambitions, conspiracies, and intrigues which
attended the pursuit of the great prize shattered the central organiza-
tion and was fatal to the orderly admmistration of the provinces.
It was as though an Indian Prince or the Prime Minister of 2 Domnion
were to turn his back on his own country and arrive in London with
a fleet or an army making a bid for the Britsh crown or the position
of Prime Minister. The later history of the Roman Empire 15 that of
an incessant struggle for a prize which was being destroyed by those
who were fighting for it.

5

The one thing which might have saved the Empire at the eleventh
hour was undoubtedly, as Fisher has suggested, a working partnership
between Roman and Visigoth. Neither could have endured alone,
but the two together might have supplied one another’s deficiencies.
Often we seem to be on the edge of it.  There are traces of a move-
ment to establish an independent Gallo-Roman state under Visigoth
leadership about the middle of the fifth century, and even Apollmans
Sidonius, one of the most loyal of Roman citizens, appears to have
dallied with 1t. The letter in which he paints the character and des-
cribes the court of Theodoric 11! at Arles about this time describes
him as a benevolent and comparatively civilized monarch who made
himself acceptable to the Gallo-Roman people. Seemng that he had
left them in possession of their villas and a large part of their estates
and permitted them to remain under their own form of administra-

1 Not, of course, the great Theodoric, who ruled in Rome 493~526, but an
earlier member of the same house.  Sidonius, Ep,1,2.
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tion, there was much to be said in these years from their point of view
for letting well alone. Life certainly was easter for them than if they
were exposed to the sudden and arbitrary exactions of the weak central
government. If the Emperor Majorian had held hus hand there need
have been none of the fierce fightin_ which fell so heavily on Lyons
and the neighbourhood in the next few years. And if at this late date
the Western Empire could have been kept together, it would have
been by the Visigoths with Roman acquiescence or assistance. Theo-
doric the Great came as near performing that miracle as was possible
at the end of the sixth and begmnning of the seventh century, but the
old Roman prejudice against the “ barbarian "—now 2 perfectly
meaningless word—reasserted itself on his death and fired Justmian
with the disastrous ambition to reconquer Italy.

6

How much the old Roman stock needed replenishing is only too
evident from the records of the fifth and sixth centuries. Some
Western Emperors, like Valentinian III and Majorian, were well
aware of the facts and seem to have faced them courageously. Their
codes, which have come down to us, are a scathing indictment of the
accumulating scandals which were now coming to their climax. In
them we can read the story of the decadence of the Senatorial class—
cut off equally from mulitary service and commerce ; of the ruin of
the muddle<class and their martyrdom at the hands of rascally and
rapacious officials ; of the degradation of the lower class in their
abject dependence on public doles and amusements at the public cost.
Valentinian and Majorian were unsparing in denunciation, but they
had no power to effect reforms. It is a familiar story and we can
trace it back to its beginmings in the abominable system of feeding the
capital with the plunders of conquered nations and supplying a large
part of its needs with slave labour. This was the ruin both of orderly
finance and of industrial development on any logical and progressive
lines, and it led inevitably to the corruption and confusion of the later
years.

Yet to get to the source we must go behind these symptoms and
ask how 1t was that the old Roman virtues of honesty and frugality
decayed. They survived under Augustus and even Tiberius ; they
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had a renascence under the great Emperors ; they reappeared in a
last flicker under Theodoric. Plato and Amstotle would probably
have answered that the great size of the Empire made what they con-
sidered good government impossible. I think it may be said that the
fund of ability necessary both to govern the provinces and to keep an
orderly central administration 11 Rome ran short as the Empire
expanded. To find capable and honest administrators 1n numbers
sufficient to govern the provinces and man the central government
became more and more difficult. The abler and more ambitous
men sought careers in the provinces with the ultimate idea of winning
the prizes of the capital, but they drained the capital of its brains and
left 1t i’ a weakened condition|to become the sport of their ambition.
There were limits to Romap patriotism when 1t conflicted with
ambition. From the days of Manus and Sulla, stasis, to use the appro-
prate Greek word, had been a perpetually recurring vice of the
leading Romans, and rebellion against some of the monsters who wore
the purple may have seemed a civic duty even to good men. But the
incessant tumules in the aty and the breach of continuity when
Emperors were assassinated and rivals were fighting their way to the
throne were fatal to good government. In these conflicts the spoils
were to the victors, who rewarded themselves by plunder under
various offictal disguises. The sacks of the city were as often as not
scrambles for spouls by 1ts own high officials and soldiers.

Yet while we pile up the indictment we can never forget the
amazing services which the Roman Empire performed for the would.
It had constructed great roads through pathless forests and swamps,
built beautful cities, provided water-supplies and sanitation on a
scale scarcely equalled by modem engineering. It was presently to
bequeath a system of law which was to prove the greatest and most
durable of its gifts to the modern world. It had a grossly brutal side.
Its sports included the human sacrifices of the arena ; it had no com-
punction about selling the conquered, including women and children,
into slavery ; it had a contempt for the mulutude whom it fed with
bread and circuses. The speculative faculty seemed to be omitted
from its nature. It contmbuted little to philosophy, and its art
was imitative ; it loved the grandiose rather than the beautiful. It
improvised as it went along, seldom pausing to think about itself or
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what lay ahead when the next corner was turned. In the pioneering
days there was great virtue in the variety and flexibility of Roman
method, but 1t lacked systematic organization, and the central control
became spasmodic and irregular.  Rome was, geographically speaking,
an admirable centre for the original Empire, spreading south and east
as well as north and west, but it was less well suited to the Western
Empire after the separation from the East. A capital cut off from the
greater part of the Empire by the great barrier of the Alps was in the
least favourable position to control the centrifugal tendencies which
were now setting in, and which in due time were to lead to the forma-
tion of nations as moderns understand that word. If Rome was to
reman the capital of the Empire in the West, decentralization had
become an urgent necessity after the schism with the East. The
lesson leaps to the eyes of the modern who reads the story in the light
of later experience, but the actual rulers were absorbed in the emergen-
cies which crowded in upon them as conflict and chaos followed the
breakdown of the administraive machine. After the age of the
Antonines no statesman of the first rank appeared who was capable of
seeing the problem steadily and seemg it whole. It is the failure of
brains much more than of mulitary power or any physical decadence
in the population that appears to set a limit to the survival of Empires.
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CHAPTER XVII

ST. AUGUSTINF

I

3 the fourth and fifth centuries a new fact was at work

1 was to alter the whole character of government. This
was the claim of the Chnstian Church to be associated as partner and
equal with the secular rulers. The first stage has been noted mn a
previous chapter. Under the imperative necessity of keeping order,
threatened by the tumults accompanying the doctrinal controversies
of the Christians, Constantme was compelled to fortify the bishops
with the sccular power. At the same ume they were claiming to
exercise a jurisdiction of their own m matters of morals as well as
faith, and that too he was bound to concede. The rest followed by
a logic of its own which decreed that a great and powerful institution
exercising or claiming to exercise supernatural powers must 1 course
of time become a serious rival to the secular State.

According to all accounts the fourth century was one of the least
edifying periods m the history of Christianity. The “ httle flock ” was
swamped with a flood of converts who came in less from conviction
than from a desire to conform to what was now supposed to be the
official and soon became the fashionable creed. By giving all his
subjects pernussion to bequeath their fortunes to the Church and
bestowing numerous other favours, such as m each city a regular
allowance of corn, upon the farthful, Constantine had greatly increased
the wealth and importance of the Christtan community before the
muddle of the fourth century, and it was so firmly established in these
secular cntrenchments that the pagan reaction under Julian made hitle
or no impression on 1. Here we may find the beginning of the
accumulation of property in the hands of the Church which in later
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years Governments were compelled to break up, either by confiscation,
as in the dissolution of the monasteries, or by special legislation, like
the Statute of Mortmarn, to prevent it.

The Emperor Julian mught, by Chrstian standards, be an apostate
and his cause a hopeless one, but as a sccular statesman and pohiician
he had something to say for himself. Rehgious conflicts were dividing
and distracting the Empire at a tme when its greatest needs were
unity and a concentration of its thoughts and effores on the peril now
beginning to threaten from the outer world. If the new religion had
punfied the morals or reformed the hives of the Roman people, there
would have been much to set to its credit. But if we may beheve
contemporary evidence there never was worse corruption n all classes
than m the last half of the fourth century. Instead of setung an
example to their flocks, Christian bishops and priests, now become
rich and luxurious, vied with the pagan nobility in luxury and de-
pravity. The account of life m Rome during this period given by
Ammianus Marcellinus is hornifying in 1ts lurid detal.  More and more
those who wished to live the Chnstian hfe were finding refuge 1n
monastertes. While these orgies continued in the capital, the Huns
were in motion, driving the Visigoths before them to seck a refuge
within the Empire, and eventually, when the door was closed to them,
to break their way .

Paganism died hard. In spite of the laws and edicts which Theo-
dosius had launched against 1t during the sixteen years of his reign, the
old worship was by no means dead at the ame of the first sack of
Rome, and, after 1t, violent recriminations broke out between pagans
and Christians as to the cause of the calamuty. Pagans, who had agan
and again warned the Emperor of the consequences of a betrayal of
the ancient faith, pointed to it as confirmation of their predictions.
Christians replied that the decay had set m long before the adoption of
Christianity, and quoted the scathing terms m which 1t had been
denounced by heathen satirists and moralists. The argument went
backward and forward on the common ground of superstiions which
both shared, the Christian treating as demons the gods which the
pagans regarded as tutelary deities ; the pagans denouncing the Chris~
tian God as a usurper against the consccrated powers which had
rewarded the allegiance of the Roman world with victory and
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prosperity. Each accepted the existence of the other’s deities, regard-
g them as beneficent or malevolent, angels or demons, according
to their point of view. Judicious selections of the triumphs and dis-
asters recorded m the long hstory of Republic and Empire could prove
etther case.

But the pagans had at least one point of substance which even now
is far from settlement. Could a devout Christian be a good citizen
of any earthly State ? Would his conscience permit him to take ap
arms in defence of his country ?  St. Augustme argued that the Gospel
was not opposed to war waged justly and mercifully, but he had against
him a great company of monks and ascetics who had turned their
backs upon the scene of warfare and shared the views which St.
Paulinus had set out in his famous letter ! to the soldier who had felt
drawn to the higher Christian life. In that letter Christian obedience
was boldly declared to be incompatble both with the duties of citizen-
ship and the relations of family life. There was no possibility, said
the saint, of serving both Christ and Casar. The soldier was a mere
shedder of blood, doomed to eternal torment. The love of father or
mother, wife or child, the desire for wealth or conquest were so
many obstacles to the Chnstian Ife. In that faith thousands in the
last years of the fourth century had followed St. Jerome to Bethlehem
or fled to hermitages m the deserts of Syria and Egypt and monas-
teries on islands in the Tuscan sea. Upon all these the execrations of
the mob and the contempt of the old pagan nobility were poured out
in the fullest measure. It was these and the likes of them, said their
assailants, who had corrupted the old Roman virtues and brought ruin
on the State.

Rutilius Namatianus, one of this old nobihity, who flung out of
Rome in a rage at its Christian decadence and sought 2 pagan oasis
in Gaul, has expressed what he and his friends thought of monks in a
poem describing his voyage to his new home. He describes Caprasia
as an “ 1sland filthy with men who shun the light, who call themselves
by the Greek name of monk, because they wish to live alone with
none to look on. They fear the rewards and dread the losses of

! St. Paulinus, Ep. XXV, quoted by Dall, Roman Society in the Last Century
of the Roman Empire, p. 10.
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fortune.” ! As he sails away Rutilius delivers himself of a high-
flown panegyric of Rome and her Empire and her ancient gods,
thereby drawing down on himself a sharp rebuke from Gibbon, who
thinks the year 416 ll-chosen for such a theme.2  Yet if not to despair
of the Empire may be considered as mentorious as not to despair of
the Republic, Rutius holds a high place among the optimists of
history. In any case, lus poem 1s evidence of the hold which even
then paganism had mn both the aristocracy and the mob m Rome itself.
When all allowance has been made for poetic licence, 1t is unlikely
that even the most extravagant rhetorician could have written 1n just
these terms n the year 416 A.D. if there had not been a certam swing
back to the old religion after the great disaster. The rhetoric is
impressive, even beaunful, and there is a real thrill in the passage in
which the pagan wrter 1magmes that he still hears the shouts nsing
up from the circus and the arena. This is one of the passages in
classical literature which seem suddenly to bring the ancient world to

hfe.d .

2

While Rutilus was singing the praises of the old order, St. Augustine
was wrting his great work, the De Civitate Dei, and in passing from
the one to the other we leap the gulf that divides pagan from Christian.
The famous Bishop of Hippo had watched the sack of Rome from the
relative security (ull then) of his African diocese, and it filled him, as
it did St. Jerome 1n his retreat at Bethlehem, with horror and dismay.
But he quickly roused himself to champion the Christian cause, and
his City of God is his reply to the pagan onslaught. As a counter-
attack much of it is hittle above the level of the attack. It ransacks
history for arguments good or bad, it moves in 2 world of demons
and devils, angels and archangels ; it is at once romantic and mystical,
superstitious and materialistic. But St. Augustme—and this is the

1 Rutilws, De Reditu Suo, 1. 430-43.
2 Miscellaneous Works, vol. s, p. 435 (1814 edition).
8 Sampius attonita resonant circensibus aures
Nuntiat accensus plena theatra favor.
Pulsato notz redduntur ab zthere voces
Vel quia perveniunt, vel quia fingit amor.—Rutilius, 201-4.
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great value and menit of his work—was not content merely to refute
paganism ; he went on to develop his 1deas of the Christian alternative,
and m so domg provided the foundation hiterature of the next phase
of world history.

St. Augustine was 2 man of genius, and the variety of his mundane
experiences makes him a far more mteresting writer than most of his
ecclesiastical contemporaries. We feel that, if he dared, he might
eastly give remn to his genius and become a pagan poet rejoicing in the
beauty and glory and joy and jollity of the earthly scene. A long
passage near the end of hus great book hymns the achievements of man
on earth m a strain which recalls the famous chorus in the Antigone
of Sophocles, and following 1t 1s another mn which the poet and the
lover of nature gives himself remn :

How can I tell the full story of the beauty and usefulness of creation which
by the bounty of God has been granted to man for use and contemplation,
doomed though he 15, and destined to toil and misery ®* The manifold and
various beauty of earth and sky and sea ; the flood of light and 1ts wonderful
glory, the sun, moon, and stars ; the deep forests, the colours and scents of the
flowers ; the great numbers of different kinds of smging birds and their gay
plumage ; the multitude and variety of living things of which the smallest are
often the more wonderful—for we are even more amazed at the doings of the
litle ants and bees than at the vast bulk of the whales. And then what a
glorious sight is the sea, which clothes 1tself with different colours as with a
garment and 1s sometimes green of many hues, sometimes purple, and some-
times blue. How delightful to look at 1t even when 1t is rough, and to be
soothed by the thought that one is not on 1t to be shaken and tossed about !
Again, think of the different kinds of food to ward off hunger, the variety of
their tastes to prevent nausea, all this richly provided by nature’s bounty and
not procured by the artand toil of cooking. How many are the aids to keepmg
and recovering health, how pleasant is the alternation of might and day, how
welcome are the cooling breezes | 'What masses of materzal for making clothes
are provided by growing things and flocks 4nd herds ! How could one tell
the whole story 27’1

Evidently the old pagan is only a hittle way beneath the skin of the
bishop and ccclesiastic.  He has his Lucretius n memory, and dwells
with obvious pleasure on the sights and sounds of the unregenerate

1 De Cwitate, XXII, 24.
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world. Yet the pull-up comes sharply at the end. * These,” he says,
“are no more than consolations of the miserable and damned
(muserorum damnatorumque solatia), they are not the rewards of the
blessed (preemia beatorum).” They belong to the earthly city , they
count for nothing in the aty of God, the city of the soul.

3

There is a mystical interpretation of this book which tumns it
mto an allegory dealing wholly with the religious hife, but it was
not and could not be so interpreted by St. Augustne’s readers and
the generations that came after. It was written dehberately to
provide the alternative to the pagan system which, according to its
argument, had brought catastrophe m this world, and imphed 1 it
was the idea that the adoption of this alternative would bring peace
in this world and happiness m the world to come. But what
was this aty of God which was thus to be brought down to earth,
and who were 1ts cinzens? Was 1t to be a great totalitarian
State, as moderns would call it, requirmg all 1ts citizens to be of one
faith and follow one way of hife, and merging the secular and spiritual
in a government transcending both? Or was it the ecclesiastical
organization known as the Church with a government of priests and
bishops ? 1 St. Augustine humself seems to waver between these two
1deas, and from that time to this his intentions have been in debate
among his commentators.2 It would be folly for the unlearned to
rush 1n upon these controversies, but one or two pomts may be sug-
gested. It took St. Augustine thirteen years to write his book, and he
gave 1t part by part and section by section to the world. To expecta
poet and a mystic writing in this way to maintain the logical con-
sistency which would be required from an engmceer or an economist
presenting what moderns call 2 “plan” would be an absurdity.
His moods vary ; he approaches his theme from many points of view
and with many repetitions and vamations. At one moment he is on
the heights ; at another in the depths—or so it seems to a modern—

1 Op. at., VIIL, 24 : “ Cavitas De, qua est sancta ecclesia.”

2 For a summary of the different opimons see Bishop Welldon’s edition,
pp- 51-2, and others cited by Professor Barker m his Introduction to Messrs.
Dent’s edition of Healey’s translation.
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of outworn superstitions, careless of Plato’s rule that nothing should be
imputed to God which would be discreditable if attributed to man.
In all these respects he is the child of hus time, with the peculiar sensitive-
ness of the man of gemws to the mood which for the time being
possesses hum. In the writings of such a man 1t 1s easy by judicious
selection to find support for almost any mterpretation.

To me St. Augustne’s general view of the relation of the city of
God to the earthly State suggests an analogy with Plato’s 1dea of the
relation of hus Republic to the practical constitution propounded in
his Laws. The Republic is the pattern laid up in heaven, the first-
best, of which the vision 1s-never to be lost sight of ; the Laws a
second-best, to be tolerated 1n the actual condition of the world, but
always to be brought into judgment by comparison with the first-
best. So to St. Augustine the City of God is the ideal, whether in
heaven or on earth, by which actual human mstitutions are to be
measured and judged. Both have their virtues and values, but the
values of the City of God are absolute and those of the earthly city
only relative. Order there must be and justce in the latter—for
take away justice and what are the kingdoms of the earth but great
bands of robbers ?—but the carthly virtucs and values are tainted with
the alloys of sin and selfishness, whereas m the heavenly city there is
only one object of love, and that is the universal good. In the earthly
aty order must be kept, property must be allowed, 1f only to keep
greed within bounds ; slavery must be permitted and human inst-
tutions fitted to the hardness of human hearts, but all these things are
decreed by God as remedies for sin, and it is only m the heavenly ity
that absolute righteousness can be realized. The heavenly city can
co-operate with the earthly and the citizens of the one may be citizens
of the ather, but the earthly virtues temperance, prudence, justice,
fortitude, praised by the pagans, are only mortal virtues ; there can
be no lasting element of felicity 1n them, such as faith m God and the
hope of eternal ife provide in the heavenly city.

Thus conceived, nesther the earthly aty nor the heavenly corres-
ponds to anything material and tangible. The former is not the
Roman Empire, the latter 15 not the existing Church. But even
though the writer might not have intended'1t, 1t was mevitable that
hus readers should apply 1t to existing institutions, to the Empire and
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to the Church. St. Augustine himself, it must be said, frequently lends
himself to this construction. He speaks of a “ house which is being
built to the Lord m every land, that 15 the city of God which is the
Holy Church,” and in presenting this as the alternative to the pagan
State, he would naturally be taken to mean that he thought of the
actual and visible Church as successor to the Roman Empire. To
the Christian readers who had leamt to think of * the Holy Church ”
as the ecclesiastical organization of bishops and priests and who may
even have seen St. Augustine himself admunistering justice in his
African diocese, this would have been a natural and highly acceptable
interpretation.  St. Augustine, says Harnack, “ roused the conviction
that the empirical Catholic Church sans phrase was the kmngdom of
God, and the independent State that of the devil.” !

4

There is, in any case, no doubt that subsequent generations did so
interpret his book, and in that, as we shall see hereafter, lies 1ts import-
ance 1 the history of Church and Empire. It fixed Catholic Christian
orthodoxy 1n the form in which 1t was to be generally accepted,
taking up into it the doctrine of origmal sm and redemption
through grace and the sacrament of baptism. To this doctrine
it attached a system of pamns and penalties threatening the non-
elect, the unbeliever, and the backslider with eternal torture from
which escapc 1s only to be found in the Church or through the Church
and the acceptance of its discipline. The chapters in the De Civitate
condemning the wicked 3 an eternity of pain, the long and ingenious
argument to prove it to be an acceptable belief that the fleshly body
may by a special providence be submutted for ever to the pams of
burning without bemng consumed, and other passages in which the
saint dwells m careful detail on the terrors awaiting the sinful and
unfarthful, are sometimes dismussed as expressing ideas which were
generally shared 1n the fifth century and have no bearmng on the main
argument of the book. In this way we may get eventually a
truer as well as a more humane version of the Christian faith, but there
is no shurking the fact that the doctrme of eternal punishment from

1 History of Dogma, V, p. 151 ; English translation.
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which the Church alone offered the means of escape became under St.
Augustine’s influence an ntegral part of Christian theology, and that 1t
had enormous importance mn subsequent history. It was this eventually
which gave the Church 1ts power over both the individual and the State.

The pagan State had been tolerant of all behefs ; 1t had never
presumed to say that departure from an official belief or offences
agamst morahty would be attended by pams and penalties i the after-
world. The Church not only said this, but clasrmed to be m a position
to send into outer datkness those whom 1t judged to be sinners and
heretics. In the pagan world individuals might feel the sense of sin
and seek 1n the mystery religions the means of appeasing the powers of
light and darkness, but this was entirely at their own discretion ; the
only heresy known to the State and punushable by 1t was the disloyalty
to itself, which mught be inferred from refusal to burn mncense at the
shrine of the Emperors.  Sin 1t knew only as offences agamst the law,
for which penalties were prescribed here and now. The whole 1dea
of punishment mn another world to which 1t might doom or from
which it mught release the offender was remote from its thoughts.
Thus when the Church had once obtamed the acceptance of its claim
that 1t held the keys of heaven and hell—that 1t had the power of
loosing and binding—it was bound to become a serious rival to
secular rulers, who could only kill the body. In this respect the
State had prepared 1ts own undoing, for it had not merely adopted
Christianaty as the official rehigion ; it had placed the civil power
behind the Church for the punishment of heretics and at the same time
made it 2 powerful secular orgamzation by giving it the nght to
acquire property, which very soon came to it in abundance from. the
farthful, who were persuaded that m this way they could obtan
absolution and release from suffering in the after-world. The doctrine
of purgatory came in gradually to minigate the crude alternatives of
eternal bliss or eternal damnation, but in either case the dispensing
power supposed to be exercised by the Church and the tremendous
resules which followed even m this world from 1ts sentence of excom-
munication were to be the chief sources of 1ts temporal and materral
power and 1ts frequent collisions with the State.

For this reason it is impossible to discard the doctrine of eternal
punishment in the after life as something temporary and local belonging
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to a pnmitve state of thought and imaginaton. As expounded by
St. Augustine and his contemporanes it was one of the foundation
doctrines of the faith, dertved in strict and literal logic from words
attibuted to €hrist; and an immense structure, some of which
survives to this day, has been raised upon it. In the form which 1t
took 1t may even be said to be ongnal to Christianity as interpreted
at this dme. The Jews thought of Sheol as a place of dim drearmess
and Homer makes the shade of Achulles tell Ulysses that he would
*“ rather live upon the soil as the hireling of another, even with a land-
less man who had no great hivelihood, than bear sway among all the
dead who are no more.” ! Virgil n his sixth &£neid paints lurid pic-
tures of tortures devised for mythical beings who had offended the
gods. The Eleusinian mysteries promised happiness hereafter to those
who had been 1minated and left those who had not to “ fade away
utterly in the dark gloom.” 2 There were also impostors both in
Athens and Rome who went from house to house selling charms to
rich people to save them from the pain awaiting the unitiated 1n Hades.3
But there 1s little or no analogy between these 1deas of happmess to be
gamed by the magic of imuation and the Christian doctrine of the
paimns of hell as penalties for sin. Superficially the two ideas mught
seem to meet 1n the performance of some rite or ceremony said to be
the way of salvation, but the 1dea of 2 world steeped mn sin and doomed
to eternal suffering except through the means of grace provided for
the faithful by the Church was onginal to Augusunian Christianity,
and had developments and consequences undreamt of by pagans.

For it not merely made the Church immensely powerful as an
organized institution ; it introduced mto the Western world a con-
ception of human life which had hitherto been confined to the East,
and even in the East mainly to India. To immense numbers the life
of this world now appeared of vastly less importance than the eternal
Iife in the world to come. Human bemngs were on pilgrimage to
etermity, and what they suffered here and what they vainly imagined
they were doing in their quest of wealth or power or fame counted

1 Odyssey, X1, pp. 499 et seq.

2 Fragment of Sophocles quoted by F. Legge m Forerunners and Rivals in
Christianity, 1, p. 59.

8 Ibid., p 140

173



THE GOVERNMENT OF MANKIND

for nothing in comparison with the happiness or damnation that
awaited them hereafter. Morally there were great advantages in a
doctrine which made all men equal before the Lord, and all, whether
bond or free, Roman or barbarian, the subjects of His wrath and, if
they were Chnstians, of His love and mercy. For the first time 1t
mtroduced the idea of humanity as one, and of a great society of the
farthful transcending the bounds of any earthly State. But since the
sojourn of this society on earth was only a fleeting moment in its
eternal existence, the same doctrine reduced to relative unimportance
what could be done for 1t or to 1t by earthly sovereigns and rulers.
Its sufferings mught even be regarded as a necessary and predestined
probation for the glory which awaited 1t hereafter.

The whole tendency of this line of thought was adverse to what
modems call progress. Both the practical Roman spint for building,
improving, and developing and the scientific Greek spirit for inquiring
and discovering were sharply checked, and for centuries intellectual
and scientfic development was to pass over to Arabs and non-
Christians, while the Christian world devoted an immense part of its
energy and wealth to the building of churches and cathedrals, the
founding and endowing of monasteries, and the support of priests,
one of whose chief functions was the saying of masses for the souls of
the departed. The dead and the other world now exercised the same
sort of sway over the peoples of Europe as m the Egypt of the
Pyramids.

5

We have seen in a previous chapter how the necessity of keeping
order in doctrinal tumults brought the State to the support of the
Church. Ecclesiastics, however, were not content that it should be
merely, so to speak, at call for these emergencies. They wished it
definitely brought into the scheme whereby, n their belief, the world
was or ought to be governed. This is the critical fact for the student
of political institutions. We now enter upon the enormous com-
plication of politics and religion which is the chuef part of the history
of government in the next thousand years. From this time forward
the marriage of State and religion was mndissoluble, but it was not an
wdenuty of the civil and religious powers or the subordination of the
religious to the civil, as 1 pagan times; 1t was the umon of two
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partners, Church and State, of which the Church tended to become
the predominant partner m virtue of its supernatural powers In the
previous centuries the State had used the pagan religion as part of the
official apparatus of government, a part as completely within 1ts
control as any branch of secular admunistration  The same officials
discharged both cvil and spiritual functions ; the Emperor could be
quite sure that his writ would run in both spheres, if 1t ran in either.
With the adoption of Christianity, all this was changed. There was
now an order of bishops and priests claimmg supremacy mn the
spiritual sphere in virtue of miraculous powers ensured by the Apos-
tohic succession to them and to them alone, powers which mevitably,
like that of excommunication, encroached on the civil sphere and
required its acquiescence and support.

The bishop was, m Gibbon’s words,  the perpetual censor of the
morals of his people The discipline of penance was digested mto 2
system of canonical jurisprudence, which accurately defined the duty
of private or public confession, the rules of evidence, the degrees of
guilt, and the measure of pumshment. It was impossible to execute
thus spintual censure if the Christian pontff who punished the obscure
sins of the multitude respected the conspicuous vices and destructive
crimes of the magistrate ; but it was impossible to arraign the conduct
of the magistrate without controlling the admimstration of civil
government. In the early days some consideration of loyalty or fear
protected the sacred persons of the Emperors from the zeal or resent-
ment of the bishops ; but they boldly censured and excommunicated
the subordinate tyrants who were not mvested with the majesty of the
purple. St. Athanasius excommunicated one of the munusters of
Egypt ; and the interdict which he pronounced of fire and water was
solemnly transmitted to the Churches of Cappadocia.” Gibbon
quotes other instances such as that of Synesius, Bishop of Ptolemais,
and the venal and rascally Andronicus whom he doomed to the abhor-
rence of earth and heaven. But side by s:de wath this heroic testifying for
rightand justice there were other cases which proved that bishops could,
no more than other men, be trusted to exercise arbitrary power at their
own discretion. Within a very few years of the adoption of Christianity
1t was clear that a powerful State was growing up within the State and
threatening a dangerous duality in civil and criminal jurisdiction.
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CHAPTER XVIII

CHURCH AND STATE

I

TH_E separation of the Eastern and Western Empires detached a

large part of hustory from its European context. Rich m
colour and madent as the hustory of the Eastern Empire may be, as
told m the pages of Gibbon, its forms of government stand outside
the story of Western mstitutions. 'There is, however, one pomnt of
high importance which needs to be noticed. Whereas in the West
the Church remained independent and rapidly became a rival power
to the State, m the East 1t fell completely under the control of the
State before the middle of the sixth century. Justinian, an inveterate
theologian and persecutor, made himself his own Pope and enforced
his decrees on faith and doctrine on bishops and even on Church
councils. Whatever the merits of this method may be from a theo-
logical pomt of view, it secured a long truce from ecclesiastical con-
troversy for his successors, and prevented the Church from ever
becoming a rival power to the State in the Eastern Empire.

There was no Emperor capable of playing this part in the West.
Even before the death of Constaritine bishops are seen exercising civil
as well as spiritual junisdiction in various parts of the Empire.l As
the civil government grew weaker, it was the Popes to whom the
people of Rome looked to help them in their emergencies. Pope
Leo I, by all accounts an able and disinterested man, is supposed to
have interceded with Alaric and persuaded him to withdraw after

1 In the fifth century influential civilians like Apollinaris Sidonius accepted
bishoprics as a step in their admunistrative career, and in the next two centuries
bishoprics became centres of admimistration in all parts of Europe.
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domng comparatively little damage. When Gawseric the Vandal
satled from Carthage and raided the city 1t was agam the Pope who
prevalled with the invader to spare the mhabitants. When finally
the administrative centre was moved to Ravenna, the Popes seemed
to be the sole remaining representatives of the ancient Empue

It was to their common Chrstianuty that the Popes were supposed
to have appealed m pleading with the mvaders. This must have
required some forbearance on their part, for these invaders were nearly
all Arans, whereas the Roman Ponaff was the special guardian of the
Catholic Trimtarian tradition. But the Church even in these early
days appears to have had the faculty, which 1t never lost, of accommo-
dating 1tself to circumstances which it was powerless to control ; and
it lived on tolerable terms dunng his long reign with the Aman
Theodoric, whose policy 1 religion, as m most other matters, was to
live and let live. But its tenacity n holding to the Catholic faith
had far-reaching results in the subsequent period when the Franks rose
to power. After lus conversion to Christianuty, Clovis espoused the
orthodox doctrime and by so doing brought to his side the Gallo-
Romans, who were still the majonity of the inhabitants of Gaul,
together with the bishops and clergy who were thetr most powerful
political leaders. “It grieves me,” said Clovis n a proclamation to
Ius soldiers on the eve of his campaign agamst the Visigoths m 507,
* that these Arians should hold part of Gaul. Let us march with the
help of God and reduce them to subjection.” We may smule at the
thought of Christian doctrine kindling this emotion 1 the breast of
the savage Frank, but Clovis knew its value in consohdating the
Frankish tribes. No one measured more accurately the mixture of
brutality, treachery, and rehgiosity which as the stock-in-trade of
the conqueror of this age.

The bishops had to make the best of it, but 1t was hard going for
Gregory of Tours, the annalist of these times, a2 good man fallen on
evil days, whose sole excuse for the cruelty, rapacity, and debauchery
of the Merovingian heirs and successors of Clovis lay in their defence
‘of the Catholic faith. There was by this ime no doubt about the
power which the Church exercised over the mind and 1magination
of the great mass of the Frankish people, whose rulers saw great
advantage in annexing 1ts spiritual influence provided they could do so
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without compromising their political mdependence. For opposite
reasons the Popes desired the material support of the Franks, but were
extremely jealous about their spiatual ascendency.

The final breach m the continuity of the Roman Empire mn the
West was the work of the Lombards, an East German nation which
swept down upon Italy m the middle of the sixth century and, unlike
previous invaders, made no pretence of respect for the Roman Emprre.
When they had done their work they had conquered all Italy with
the exception of the country round Ravenna, Rome, Naples, and the
extreme southern end of the Peninsula. The representative of the
great Roman Empire was now only the Exarch of Ravenna, and he
was reduced to the position of a local chieftain. The Papacy alone
retamned any semblance of the ancient authonty, and to a certain
extent had gained by the Lombard conquests, which had released it
from its dependence on the Emperors. Gregory the Great, who
became Pope in 590, seized the opportunity to rebuild its authority
both spiritual and temporal by his adminstrative ability and reforming
zeal, and in the next two centuries it made a bold bid to be the supreme
power 1 the civilized world.

But to maintain this position, and especially after its excommunica-
tion of the Iconoclasts and consequent complete breach with the
Emperor in the East (731), the support either of the Lombards, who
were now firmly established 1n Italy and also professed the orthodox
faith, or of the Franks became an absolute necessity to the Papacy.
Pope Gregory III very shrewdly decided that if the Lombards became
mastets of Italy he would become their vassal, whereas the remoter
Franks would be well occupied at a convenient distance from Rome.
Thus in 739 he sent the keys of the tomb of St. Peter to Charles
Martel and invited hum to replace the Emperor 1n the East as the legal
suzeran 1n Rome, i.e. practically declare himself Emperor mn the
West. This was too great a leap for Charles, who though virtually
ruler of the Franks, was stll legally only mayor of the Palace, exer-
asing his power through the puppet sovereign who was the lawful
heir of Clovis. But hus son Pepin saw his way to a series of profitable
transactions with the Papacy. He had earned much merit by his real
or supposed prety, and his support of the Englishman, Boniface, who
was carrying the gospel into Germany. He wished to make an end
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of the nominal sovereignty of the puppet kings and to make himself
de jure as well as de facto ruler of France. But what power was there
which could legitimize a monarch and give him sanctity i the eyes of
lus subjects ?

Only one, Pepin decided, and that was the Pope of Rome, the head
of the Orthodox Chnstian Church. To Pope Zacchary, therefore,
he had recourse, putting a discreet question, such as a Greek mught
have addressed to the Delphic oracle. 'Was it not nght that the real
ruler should also be the acknowledged ruler ?  Zacchary replied that
assuredly 1t was night. It seemed an innocent question and received a
man-of-the-world answer. But the answer was momentous, and on
the strength of 1t Pepin deposed the legitimate Merovingian and got
himself anomted king by hus friend, Boniface, in the cathedral at Soisson.
Thus, coram populo, Pepmn acknowledged the power of the Pope to
make and unmake secular rulers and the Papacy established a precedent
which was to be one of its chief weapons for the next thousand years.

By thus stroke the Pope had exalted his own posiion and done Pepin
the considerable service of leginmizing his position as a monarch.
But hus dependence on the Lombards left him 1n a precarious position,
and he now looked to Pepin to release im from this bondage. Pepmn
responded by undertaking two expeditions agamst the Lombards, and
forced them not only to secure the Pope mn the Duchy of Rome but
also to give up to him all the territory of the late Exarchate stretching
from Rome to Ravenna. Thus by the * donadon of Pepin,” which
the Pope complacently accepted as his due under that monstrous
forgery the supposed “ Donation of Constantine” (giving all Italy
to the Pope), the Papal States, or “ States of the Church,” were set
up as an independent Itahan principality, to the fatal prejudice for the
next 1100 years of Irahan umty.

2

Before the end of the eighth century the Popes were again in diffi-
culty both from their own rebellious subjects and from the Lombards.
Pepm’s greater son, Charles the Great, now came to the rescue, and
in 773 on the call of Pope Hadrian he marched into Italy, defeated
and deposed the Lombard king, declared humself King of Lombardy,
and marched 1 triumph to Rome, where he renewed the “ donation
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of Pepm.” During the next twenty years the power of Charles was
immensely mcreased by hus numerous campaigns against Saracens and
Avars, Saxons, Danes, and Slavs, and before the century ended he was
master of all Catholic Chnistendom except the Brtish Isles. But now
once more a Pope, Leo III, was m difficulies.  Accusing him of
cruelty and oppression, his subjects had risen agamst him (798) as
he was gomg in solemn procession through the streets of Rome and
wounded him and left um for dead  He escaped, however, and made
his way to the Frankish King, who sent hum back to Rome under
escort, promusing to follow humself a little later.

He did follow, and on Chrnistmas Day 800 there was enacted in the
old church of St. Peter the extraordinary scene of his coronation. It
was not a coronation as that rite is commonly supposed to be. The
Pope had got lumself acquitted or whitewashed ; his innocence,
already vindicated by a muracle, had been pronounced in full synod by
Charles acung as “ patrician,” and Charles having done this business,
had waited to spend Christmas in Rome. He attended high mass on
Christmas Day 1n the garb and place of the * patrician ** and nothing
more had been expected by the clergy and laity in attendance than the
pomp and ceremony usual on such an occasion. But suddenly after
the reading of the gospel, the Pope came off his throne and placed on
Charles’s brow, as he knelt before the high altar, the diadem of the
Cazsars and knelt 1n obeisance before hum. Immediately there rose 2
great shout from the multitude assembled in the church: “Karolo
Augusto a Deo coronato magno et pacifico tmperatori vita et victoria.”

“In that shout,” says Bryce, “echoed by the Franks without, was pro-
nounced the Unton, so long in preparation, so mighty n its consequences, of the
Roman and the Teuton, of the memories and the crvilization of the south with
the fresh energy of the north, and from that moment modern Iistory begins.” 1

In that shout, we may add, the uneasy marriage of Church and State,
with its mextricable tangle of the secular and the spiritual, was imposed
for another 700 years on both the parties to it.

Readers of Bryce’s study of this event are famihar with the historical
problem and the subtle arguments to which it gave nise. It was
certainly a well-prepared scene, so far as the Pope was concerned, but

* Holy Roman Empire, sixth ed . p. 49.
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was Charles taken by surprise, as hus biographer Eginhard seems to
suggest, and, 1f so, was it a pleasant or an unpleasant surprise ? We
can only say that Charles had some strong motives for making it
appear a surprise. He was engaged at the moment 1n a tortuous
negotiation with the Eastern Empire, and was even supposed to have
toyed with the 1dea of marrying the abominable Empress Irene (who
had deposed and blinded her son) as the easiest way of reuniting East
and West and getung himself acknowledged undisputed Emperor of
the whole original Empire. The coronation flung defiance at the
Fast, which had never abandoned 1ts claim to be master and overlord in
West as well as East. In the circumstances it may have suited Charles
to let 1t appear that his hand had been forced by the Pope. Sull more
1t may have suited him not to have acknowledged, by suing for 1t, the
ight which the Pope had taaitly asserted of making an Emperor by the
act of coronation ~ His father, Pepin, had gone as far 1n that direction
as was convenient for a Frankish monarch, when he had persuaded the
Pope to give an opmion about his rclation to the puppet kings. This
was helpful as the advice of the greatest moral force of the age, but it
was very far from a claim on the Pope’s part to have the power of
creating an Emperor or the acknowledgment of such a claim by hus
nomunee. Yet both the claim and its acknowledgment were imphicit
in the act of coronation, and 1t was the universal opimion of the ecclesi-
astical world that since Charles had accepted the crown at the hands of
Leo III, he had assented to the doctrine that no Emperor could be
made without the fiat of the Pope. The importance of this doctrine
at a ume when there was no secular law of succession to any throne
need not be emphasized. For those monarchs who were fortunate
enough to found a dynasty with hereditary rights of succession, as
the French finally did, 1t was of little consequence what the Pope
thought or did, but for Emperors who depended on election or held
a precartous position in dependence on nobles and ecclesiastics, hus
support might be a matter of life and death.

3
If the coronation was iconvenient to Charles, mn that it ended his
dream of fusion with the East, 1t was of the hughest importance to him
in all else. By his immense success as a conqueror and administrator
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Charles had seemed to be the man of destiny, the man designated by
God and history to revive the glories of the Roman Empire. That
Empire was stll (in the West at all events) one and indivisible in the
minds of all who engaged 1n affawrs at this time, and he who presided
over 1t needed to have a spiritual as well as a secular atle, a title which
could only be conferred by the Pope, who alone represented the con-
tnuous Christian traditon untamted by schism or heresy. Charles
was a sincerely pious man and he was zealous 1n carrying on the work of
his grandfather and father, who had warmly supported the saintly
Bomface 1 converting Saxons, Frisians, Thuringians, and Hesstans
to the orthodox Chnistian faith and had lent the support of their armies
when the converts proved reluctant. To have the support of the
Church greatly enhanced his position m his own eyes and in those of
his Catholic subjects. He was now not merely the conquering
monarch of the Frankish people but Emperor jure divino. The unity
of his Empire depended largely on the religious bond. Every
Chrstian—Frank, Gaul, German, or Italian—owed loyalty to the
Pope as head of his rehigion, and if to the Pope, then to the Emperor
whom the Pope had crowned as the secular agent of his spiritual rule.

The doctrme had 1ts severely practical as well as 1ts spiritual aspect.
The bishops were more and more encroaching on the secular sphere.
They had great estates ; they claimed the nght to govern them m
their own way and to administer their own kind of justice ; even to
raise forces for their own defence. Many were nich and worldly and
ranked with dukes and counts, even in some cases being themselves
dukes and counts, who were beginning to create the new thing called
the feudal system. With the Pope on hus side, the Emperor could
work huis will on them; with the Pope against him, they were
potentia] centres of rebellion ready to stab him in the back whenever
he was in difficulites if he did not do therr will. The domiating per-
sonality of Charles kept the Church in a subordinate place during the
fourteen years that remained to him. There was only one wall and that
was his. He brought it to bear with excellent results upon the much
overdue task of educating the bishops and priests, being aided thereto
by hus favourite instructor, the English Alcum. But when Charles
departed, the inherent difficulties of the Pope-Emperor combination
began to appear.
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CHAPTER XIX

THE PORTRAIT OF CHARLEMAGNE

I

ET me pause here to dwell for 2 moment on the one perfect

portrait of a great ruler by a contemporary which has come
down to us from this time. I mean Eginhard’s Life of Charlemagne.
It may be compared with the portrait of the Visigoth Theodoric II,
a much mfenor, but sull interesting figure, by Sidonius Apollinaris
glanced at in a previous chapter. Both show us the intimate hfe and
routine of courts which by the old Roman standards would have been
counted “ barbarian,” but which are a characteristic blend of the old
tradition and the nascent new order.

Eginhard starts with a lively sketch of the plight to which the Mero-
vingian Kings had been reduced by the mayors of the palace. Chil-
deric, the last of them, had beyond his title nothing but the satisfaction
of sitting on his throne with long hair and hanging beard, trying to
look like a sovereign, giving audience to ambassadors and charging
them to deliver in hus name replies which had been dictated to hum.
The mayor allowed lum only one small property and the minimum
of servants to attend to his wants. When he went out, it was in an
oxen wagon driven by a herdsman in the rustic manner, and in this
vehicle he had to present himself to the annual assembly of hus people.
This farce had been prolonged to the pomt of scandal when, about the
year 750, the * Franks ” (as the Royal annals say) or, more probably,
the ruling mayor of the palace, Pepin, consulted the Pope, who (as
recorded in the previous chapter) said very sensibly that the man who
had the kingly power had better be king, and suggested that Clulderic
should have his hair cut and be sent to a monastery and Pepin be
crowned king.
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Pepn reigned for eighteen years and died in Pans in 768, leaving
two sons, Charles and Carloman, between whom, according to the
dangerous custom of the Franks, Pepin’s kingdom had to be divided.
Fortunately for the umty of the Frankish kingdom, Carloman, the
second son, died after two years, and Charles became sole king. The
narrative now becomes a catalogue of incessant wars against Lombards,
Saxons, Bavarans, Slavs, Huns, the Normans called “ Danes,” Spani-
ards, and Bretons, brought invarably, according to the biographer, to
triumphant conclusions. The Saxons are presented as obstnately
resisting the efforts of the great king to tame them and Christianize
them. They are said, ““ hke nearly all the nanons of Germany,” to
have been * of a ferocious nature, practising the cult of demons, enemies
of our rehgion who saw nothing dishonourable n violating and
transgressing laws human and divine.” They were finally compelled
to abandon the cult of demons and other tribal ceremonies, to adopt
the faith and sacraments of the Christian religion, and to become one
people with the Franks,

2

The King 1s represented as a man of unceasing actinity, who “ sur-
passed m wisdom and greamess of soul all the sovereigns of his time.”
He shrank from no labour or danger; he knew how to combat
adversity ; and when fortune smiled on him, never yielded to her
seductions. He was wise enough to cultivate the friendship of the
Powers which 1t was not convenient to challenge. He concluded
treaties with the Constantinople Emperors and was at much pains to
disarm their suspicion that he meant to challenge their prerogatives
in being crowned Emperor in Rome. He received embassies from
Haroun Al Raschid, the King of Persta, who (according to Eginhard)
gave lum the keys of the Holy Sepulchre and the only elephant he had
then 1n his possesston.

He made lumself the guardian of the seas, built a fleet to fight the
Norman (or Nordic) pirates, placing guard-posts at the mouths of the
rivers to prevent them escaping after their up-river excursions, doing
this equally for the northern and southern seas, saving Italy from the
Moors as well as France and Germany from the Saxons and Danes.
For nearly forty years this mdefatigable man was prancing about
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Europe, making for himself a resounding name, reviving the glories
of ancient Rome, remforcing the temporal power with the spiritual
through s skalful mampulation and timely patronage of the Papacy.

He married a Lombard princess, divorced her at the end of a year ;
then took to wife a Swabian, Hildegarde ; and after her Frastrada, a
German lady of the Eastern Franks ; and after her agam the Alamann,
Lutgarde. The last two bore him three sons and six daughters.
When all four of his wives had died, he took four concubines, who
between them gave hum four more children. He was most careful
about the education of these children, all bemng instructed 1n the liberal
arts, and the sons being taught to nde, hunt, and handle arms, and the
daughters to spmn and embroider. He was fortunate in that only
three of his children died—two sons and a daughter—but he wept
copiously at their death, and wept again as at the loss of a son or brother
on hearing of the death of Pope Hadman. His daughters were so
beautiful that he refused to let them marry, but kept them hving in a
house near his till the time of lus death. His biographer hints darkly
at certain catastrophes having followed this method of dealing with
beautiful young women, but he adds that the father never showed
the shightest sign of having heard anything to his or their dishonour.
When the son of one of his concubines (Pepin the Hump-backed)
was caught m a conspiracy while he was away on one of hus campaigns,
he permitted hum to retire to a monastery and there dedicate himself
to the religious hife.  As a rule he was merciful to hus enemies and to
conspirators, but there were exceptional occasions when he yielded to
an unjust violence, on the prompung—says Eginhard—of Queen
Frastrada. His liking for strangers and foreigners was so great that
the hospitality lavished on them was a serious burden not only on the
palace but on the realm.

His figure was ample and robust, and it was agreed that his height
was seven times the length of his feet. He had a round head, great
vivid eyes, a longish nose, beautiful white hair ; whether standing or
sitting he gave the impression of dignity and auchority ; his limbs were
so well proportioned that you did not notice that his neck was fat and
short and his stomach a little projecting. Unul the last years of his
life he had excellent health. He built hus palace at Aix because he
loved bathing in the warm water, and was an excellent swimmer.
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When he bathed a large company, consisting of his children, friends,
nobles, members of his bodyguard—often as many as a hundred—
were 1n the water with him and jomed mn the frolics.

He wore the national dress of the Franks, a linen shirt and drawers
and over them breeches and a tumc with sikk border, his feet and legs
in putties. In winter a waistcoast of otter or rat-skin over his shoulders
and chest. He carried a sword with gold or silver hult, which on
festive occasions or when he was recerving ambassadors was studded
with precious stones. He disliked the costumes of other countries,
and, except that he humoured Pope Hadrian by dressing in the Roman
style when in Rome, he declined to put them on 1n any circumstances.
On féte days he wore cloth of gold, a gold crown encrusted with
jewels, and jewelled shoes, but on all other days his dress differed little
from that of the common people.

He was extremely sober and forbade drunkenness, either in his own
house or among his friends, but he had a big appetite and often com~
plained of being hungry. During meals he hstened to music and
reading He liked history and stories of ancient times, but above all
the works of St. Augustine, especially the De Civitate Dei.

He undressed and slept for two hours during the day, but woke
three or four times in the night. "While he was dressing he not only
received his friends but even heard the parties to a suit and delivered
judgment. He was a good and clear speaker, with a facility which
bordered on prolxity. He took lessons from Alcun, the Briton, the
most learned man of his time, and tried hard to learn to write, keeping
tablets and sheets of parchment under his pillow so as to practise his
hand m formung letters at any spare moment he might have. But
he had hitle success in this, having started too late.

3
He was extremely devout ; he bult the beautiful Basilica of Aix,
with its massive bronze balustrades and doors, and lavished gold and
silver on its adornment. Bemng unable to obtain the necessary
marbles on the spot, he brought them from Rome and Ravenna. He
attended the offices morning and evening as well as the daily mass, and
provided the church so abundantly with vestments that not even the
door-keepers were compelled to do their service in their ordinary
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clothes. He gave himself much trouble in correcting the styles of
reading and chanting, for he was an expert m this matter, though he
did not read in public and only joined 1n with the rest of the congre-
gation n the singing. More than all other holy and venerable places
the Church of the Blessed Apostle Peter at Rome was the object of his
devotion. He devoted to 1ts endowment a great quantty of gold,
silver, and precious stones; he sent the Popes innumerable rich
presents and at no moment of hus reign had anything more at heart
than to work with all his means and resources to re-establish the
ancient glory of Rome and by hus generosity to assure the Church of
St. Peter not only security and protection but a position above all
other churches m the world.  Yet in spite of this expenditure he
only succeeded in visiting it four times 1 the course of his reign of
forty-seven years.

His last journey was to rescue Pope Leo from the violence of the
Roman mob. Having done this business and re-established the
Church, which had been greatly compromised by this incident, he
remained all the winter in Rome. It was then that he received the
titles of “ Emperor ”” and * Augustus.” He was at first so annoyed
that he said that he would never have entered the church, even on the
high festival of Christmas, if he had known what the Pope intended
to do. But he bore with great patience the anger of the Roman
Emperors (in Constantinople) at his assumption of this title and bore
down their opposition (contumaciam) by the magnanimity in which he
greatly surpassed them, sending them frequent embassies and calling
them “ brothers ” in his letters.

Having taken the title of Emperor he proceeded to fill up the gaps
which he observed in the laws of his own people—for the Franks had
a double system of law which differed greatly in different places—
and these he unified and corrected where the text was corrupt (prava)
or erroneously transcribed.  But in substance he added nothing except a
small number of additional articles. He ordered, however, all the nations
under his rule whose laws were not written to reduce them to writing.!

Simularly he had * barbarous and ancient songs celebrating the
deeds and wars of the ancient kings written down and learnt by heart.

1 For the Frankish and other barbarian codes, see Gibbon, ch. XXXVIIL
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He also started a grammar of the national language and provided
names of the months for the people i their own tongue.

Seeing hus end approaching, he sent for his son Lows, King of
Aquitania, and having solemnly assembled the nobles (primores) from
the entire Frankish kingdom, associated hum m the government of the
whole kingdom, named him heir of the Imperial title, and decreed that
he should henceforth be called Emperor and Augustus. This decision
was received with high favour by all present, for it seemed to be
inspired by God for the good of the realm. Thus greatly mcreased hus
prestige and struck terror into foreign nations. He then sent hus son
back to Aquitania and spent the autumn as usual huntng in the
country round his palace at Aix. In November he returned to Aix
and, lus fever increasing and being complicated by the pam in the
side which the Greeks called pleurisy, he took to hs bed, and seven
days later, after receiving Holy Communion, died, in the seventy-
second year of his ife and the forty-seventh of his reign.

4

Readers who remember Gibbon’s comment on the moral and other
characteristics of this great man may add some quahfications to the
eulogy of lus faithful biographer and son-in-law.! 'We may ascribe
to the manners of his time the fact that this pious sovereign had nine
wives and concubines, to say nothing of the more transient amours,
the fruits of which are traced in the multitude of bastards whom he
bestowed on the Church. But historical charity s strained beyond its
Limit if we try to condone the beheading on the same day of the sons
of his brother, Carloman, the Merovingian princes of Aquitania, and
4,500 Saxons, whose murder was an abuse of the laws of conquest as
acknowledged even in these primitive times. Eginhard ascribes these
occasional acts of inhumanity to the prompting of his wife Frastrada,
but he seems to be sole authority for this suggestion and Charlemagne
was not the kind of man who was likely to be persuaded by his wife
to anythmg that he was at all reluctant to do. Contemporary opinion
appears to have judged that all things were lawful to an Emperor.
Not only was the title “ great ” permanently attached to his name, but

1 Egnhard married Imma, one of the daughters of Charlemagne.
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when he died it was inserted n the Roman calendar with the addition
“ Saint,” and 1t 1s actually a fact that churches were dedicated to hum.

The mterest of Egmhard’s Life, however, 15 not its judgment on
Charlemagne’s character, but the light which it throws on the manners
and methods of government at this ttme. The differences between
the classical and the barbarous, the Roman and the Frank, are subtly
conveyed to us in Eginhard’s little book. His French editor, M.
Holphen, points out that 1t follows closely Suetonus’s Life of Augustus,
with the obvious imtention of drawing 2 parallel between the two
Emperors. But in substance anything less like the dignity and culture
of the Roman than the feverish and unceasing activity of the Frank
could scarcely be imagined. In lis anxiety to prove him equal
to everything, Eginhard gives the impression that Charlemagne was
incurably restless and scatter-bramed. Napoleon said that force
orgamzed nothing, and within a century of Charlemagne’s death
practically nothing remained of most of his far-flung expeditions.

In two places we get the shadow of something which may be called
constitutional. We are told that the puppet king was driven in an
ox-wagon to “‘ present humself to the annual assembly of the people.”
We are told that when Charlemagne himself nominated Louis as his
successor he “ solemnly assembled the nobles from the entire Frankish
people.” Constitutionahsm in the Greek sense was dead, but new
methods of checking the absolute rule of individuals were to grow out
of the tribal assemblies and gatherings of chiefs customary with the
Frankish and German tribes. Already the “ counts,” so lavishly
created by the later Roman Emperors, threatened to encroach on the
power of the monarch. Charles kept them in check by hus system of
missi dominici, lis own emissaries, consisting generally of a count and
a bishop, who visited all the counts, reported on their administration,
and insisted on their carrying out the instructions of the monarch.
This served well enough during his Iifetime, but it had no lastng
results after his departure. Some of the “ Capitularies,” or decrees
embodying these instructions have survived, and they have been held
to justify hus tidle as “ the greatest legislator of the Middle Ages.”
They were not, however, legislation at all in the strict sense of the
word. They were extensions of the personal power of the ruler
and depended entirely on his ability to enforce them.

189



CHAPTER XX

THE HOLY ROMAN EMPIRE

I

HARLEMAGNE, we are asked to beheve—and the claim was
generally conceded mn the Middle Ages—was a deeply rehigious
man, and his favourite reading was the De Civitate Dei of St. Augus-
tme. That great book seems to have lan dormant for several
centuries, but it was now coming to life again, and by degrees we see
1t inspinng the idea of government which was to find explicit expres-
ston in the Holy Roman Empire as established by Otto the Great in
961. Had the Frankish Empire endured and Charlemagne established
a dynasty, we should probably have dated that event from his corona-
tion 1n 800. He as much as any of the German Emperors had based
lis rule on a Pope-Emperor partnership, and he was much more
skilful than many of his German successors in turning 1t to his own
advantage.

To apply these crudely mundane terms to St. Augustine’s vision of
the City of God may seem harsh to a devout reader. Yet they do
convey the substantial truth about the use or abuse of this ideal as
recorded in history. St. Augustine, to repeat what was said n a
previous chapter, was a poet and mystic, and he left a large penumbra
of doubt about the interpretation of his meaning. But what he
evidently had in mund was a unity m which the earthly and the
heavenly should be in such complete harmony that there would be
no need to draw boundaries between them. In the few sentences in
which he has summed it up, Bryce has probably come as near as 1s
possible to the onginal Augustinian idea.

“It1s,” be says, “ under the emblem of soul and body that the relation of
the Papal and Imperial power is presented to us through the Middle Ages.
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The Pope, as God’s Vicar 1n matters spiritual, 1s to lead men to eternal life ;
the Emperor, as vicar m matters temporal, must so control them mn their
dealings with one another that they may be able to pursue undisturbed the
spirttual life, and thereby attamn the same supreme and common end of ever-
lasung happmess. Thus the Holy Roman Church and the Holy Roman
Empire are one and the same thing seen from different sides ; and Catholicism,
the prmciple of the universal Christian society, 15 also Romanism ;  that 1s, rests
upon Rome as the onigm and type of 1ts universalism ; mamfesting 1tself n a
mystic dualism which corresponds to the two natures of 1ts Founder ~ As divine
and eternal 1rs head 15 the Pope, to whom souls have been entrusted ; as human
and temporal, the Emperor, commussioned to rule men’s bodies and acts.” 1

The dualism, as Bryce says, was to be 2 “ mystical” one, and I
think 1t 15 fair to apply that word to St. Augustine’s mtentions. But
the Middle Ages were quite mcapable of seeing anything so practical
as government in mystical terms. To them the dualism was actual and
concrete. There was the Government of the Emperor, supreme m
secular affairs, and the Government of the Pope, supreme mn spiritual
affars.  St. Augustine had always in mind a ngher unity harmonizing
both and resolving their contradictions and clashes, but m actual fact
the spiritual was perpetually coliding with the secular, and the secular
with the spiritual, and there was no superior authority which both
acknowledged. The Pope, moreover, was not merely a spiritual
ruler ; he also had his temporal power, about which he became more
and more jealous and acquisitve. Further, with his tremendous
spiritual weapons he could always make temporal trouble for the
secular powers, whose subjects might be torn between the damnation
which he threatened and the penalties to which they were exposed at
the hands of their civil rulers.

It is fair to say that through it all the Church created and kept alive
in men's minds the sense of a human umity transcending physical or
political boundaries. Nor should we forget the service that it rendered
in breaking ground among the pagan tribes and in keeping ahve
scholarship and culture—even the simple arts of reading and writing—
in centuries in which they were threatened with extinction. There
were periods in which there was something like 2 recall to rehigion
under the influence of reforming Popes, and sull more of the great

1 Bryce, The Holy Roman Empire, 1904 edition, pp. 103-s.
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orders, Benedictine and Franascan, with their passive—and some-
times active—rebuke to the corruptions of the ruling ecclesiastics.
The debit and credit account is no sumple one, if we are thinking only
of the contributions to cvilization made respectively by Church and
State in these centuries. But if we are thinking of the political conse-
quences, 1t must, I think, be said that the Augustinian theory as
embodied m the Holy Roman Empire proved m practice to be a
disastrous dualism which prevented the Emperor from concentrating
on his proper task of admumnistering and developing the countries of
which he had an effective control, and the Pope from his duty of
promoting the spintual welfare of his scattered flock. Each needed
the other ; nether, according to the theory, could do lus perfect work
without the other. It sounded well, but the need was also to ambitious
men the opportumty of intriguing, hindering, frustraung, the source
of endless conflicts in which each of the two Powers sought to assert
itself at the expense of the other, and the spiritual objects, 1f any,
which lay behind their contentions became totally submerged in the
predatory passions of sinful men. Never was the lamp held higher
than m the heory of the Holy Roman Empire ; seldom did practice
descend to lower depths, whether in politics or morals.

2

To rewrite the history of this or any period is far from the object of
this book, buta few illustrations may help to elucidate its political aspects.
It was an acknowledged part of the theory of the Holy Roman
Empire that m order to validate hus position, the Emperor needed
coronation by the Pope. But as soon as the Emperor was crowned,
the same theory, or at least the Emperor’s version of it, made him
master of the Pope, who was now only the first of his subjects. Otto
the Great having been crowned by John XII almost immediately
asserted his authority by deposing the Pope. His sons bettered his
example. Otto III, “ the wonder of the world,” purified the Papacy
and appointed three Popes before his death ; Henry III found three
rival bishops at Rome, deposed them all and appomnted 2 German
bishop, Leo IX, who proved to be a good man and a reforming Pope.
. On the other hand, a strong Pope might take his revenge by excom-
municating or threatening to excommunicate an Emperor, and when
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both were strong, terrible struggles followed. The classical example
1s the grim duel between Henry IV and the famous Hildebrand, Pope
Gregory VII (1077 A.D.) On Henry’s side everything depended on
whether he could rely on his princes and dukes and the wealthy and
powerful and extremely combatant bishops and archbishops on whose
support since the days of Charlemagne imperial power had been buile
up, or whether they would be overawed by the fulminations of the
Pope Henry had to go to Canossa and stand barefootin the snow suing
for admussion and absolution lest hus rebellious subjects should over-
throw him at the call of the Pope.  But this was only the begmning.
Gregory too overreached himself and was driven from hus throne and
died in exile at Salerno eight years later, handing on the vendetta to
hus successor, who rased up a rebellious son to depose Henry, who also
died in exile.

Gregory claimed to have loved justice and hated miquity, and 1 so
far as he waged war agamst stmony and corrupuion and denounced the
licentiousness of the clergy, his claim was good. But by prescribing
cehbacy for the clergy he had broken up the family life of the German
clergy, with the unconcealed design of converting them into 2 body of
militant priests wholly devoted to the service of the Church. And
finally, by declaring 1t sinful for an ecclesiastic to receive his benefice
from a layman, he aimed a deadly blow at all secular authority. Half
of the land and wealth of Germany was in the hands of bishops and
abbots, who, 1f Gregory had had his way, would have passed from the
Emperor’s control to that of the Pope. For centuries this “inves-
titure ”’ controvetsy, as it came to be called, was to trouble the peace
of Europe. 'There was a plausible amount of right on the ecclesiastical
side. It was said that the care of souls should be kept free from secular
contamination, and therefore that 1t was imperative for the Church
to guard its spiritual authority against all secular invasion. But the
Church was an enormously powerful vested nterest in which the
spiritual and the secular were mextricably mixed. Success in asserting
this claim would have brought civil government to a standstill.

3
The struggle between Empire and Papacy went on with varying
fortunes all through the succeeding reigns. The necessity which he
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was under or thought himself under to subdue the Papacy drew
Fredeck Barbarossa to waste lus power on fruitless expeditions mto
Italy and mvolved hus grandson, Frederic II, m a conflict with Popes
Gregory IX and Innocent IV which brought ruin on the Empire
(1250). Not the least of the weapons m the hands of the Popes i the
latter part of this period was that of strring up the peoples to go on
crusade and discrediting their rulers if they were unable or refused to
go. Frederic IT was excommunicated by Gregory IX for not going
to Palestine, excommumicated a second time for going without
waiting for the approval of the Pope, and a third ume for returning
without Papal authority, after concluding what he thought to be an
advantageous peace. After Frederic’s death the Papacy seemed to be
triumphant, but new forces were growing up, especially the increasing
power of England and France and the growth in numbers and import-
ance of the independent city-states, which were to prove a formidable
check on the pretensions of both Emperors and Popes.

In the end 1t may be said that the combinaton of two Powers, one
daiming to rule the body and other the soul, was the least practicable
of all the possible forms of government. Still more the combination
of two sanctions, one in time exercised by the secular power and the
other in etermty exercised by the spiritual.  Whatever it might be,
this could not be the solution of the eternal problem how to render
unto God the things that are God’s and unto Casar the things that
are Casar’s. In a superstitious age the sanctions in eternity might be
brought to bear with overpowering effect against those who disposed
only of the temporal sanctions. As between the civil authonty,
which could only kill the body, and the spintual which claimed the
power of inflicting eternal torment on the soul, the humblest might
take all risks to keep 1 with the spiritual powers.

The Popes, moreover, had one considerable advantage. They
provided for their continuity through election by the College of
Cardinals, which, even though at times it might be flouted and
challenged by the Emperors, provided in the end the standard of vahd
succession and kept wathin the narrowest hmits any internal trouble
there might be about it. The Empire, on the other hand, was per-
petually m trouble about the succession of the Emperor. Just when a
powerful famuly, hke the Hohenstaufens, seemed to have established
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a dynasty in which the throne would pass from father to son, the
German chueftams asserted their nght to act as ““ electors ” and pro-
ceeded generally on the principle that the supreme power should not
be vested too long in the hands of one family. Unending feuds and
intrigues followed from this cause and, long after the Empire had
ceased to have any real existence as a world power, prevented it from
setthng down mto a kingdom with a hereditary monarchy. The
“ electors " became rival powers to the Emperor and some of them,
like. the Hohenzollerns, the actual founders of the modern nations.
Here, again, the Emperor was in a dilemma. His evident dependence
on lis local electors made nonsense of his claim to world-wide
dommion, while the mamtenance of that claim dusstpated his energy
and left him at the mercy of local factions.

The Golden Bull which Charles IV published at the Diet of 1356
has been described as the constitution of the Holy Roman Empire,
but 1t was directed solely to the conditions m which the electors were
to exercise their power, and, if it averted wars of succession, 1t did so
at heavy cost to the unity of the Empire, and therefore to the prospect
of any umfied government of Europe. The seven electors ! who alone
in future were to have a voice 1 the choice of the Emperors were to
be guaranteed full sovereign rights within their respective territones ;
the secular electors were to mbherit according to the rule of primo-
geniture, and their territories were on no account to be broken up.
In such circumstances they more and more tended to be mndependent
sovereigns overshadowing the Emperor and still further reducing his
authority. The only possible movein a constitutional direction would
have been the development of the Diet—an assemblage of the princes
who were nominally vassals of the Emperor—into a Parliament to
advise and check the Emperor. But then, as later, the Germans
seemed incapable of combing for the kind of action the English
call parliamentary, and in the fourteenth century the Diet was hope-
lessly discredited and quite powerless.

1 They consisted of three ecclestastical princes (the Archbishops of Mamtz,
Cologne, and Frier) and four secular princes (the Count Palatmne of the Rhine,
the Margrave of Brandenburg, the Duke of Saxony, and the King of Bohemia).
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CHAPTER XXI

THE MIDDLE AGES AND DANTE

I

THE principal development 1n the methods of government during

the Middle Ages was the revival of town life. This was the
natural result of the mcrease of trade and commerce in the tenth,
eleventh, and twelfth centuries and of the new intercourse with the
East established through the Crusades i the subsequent years. The
fairs which had served the purpose of bringing merchants and traders
together in the early Middle Ages were unequal to this expanding
trade. Merchants could not always be on the move ; the skilled
arusans class, now coming to the fore, required centres for mutual
assistance and protection and for spectalizing 1n their chosen trades.
All along the trade-routes, by the mivers, at sea-ports, at the cross-
roads, new walled towns sprang up, and many old Roman cities which
had survived as centres of civil or episcopal admmstration gathered a
new population of merchants and craftsmen about them.

By degrees these city-states produced a new type of men claiming
and successfully asserting their right to be free. Many of them had
escaped from the hereditary servitude of the feudal manor, and now
shared the freedom which was the recognized right of all dwellers
within the walls. Within the aty were also the merchant and craft
guilds, with their monopolies of particular trades and crafts and their
complete control of the commercial and industrial side of its life.
It was thus an independent, self-contamned umit governed by its own
burghers, who for all practical purposes went their own way. In
theory they ackgowledged the political authority of emperor, king,
or prince and undertook to pay certam taxes to lum or to their lord,
but all their obhgations and other conditions were definitely fixed
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and limited by charters for which substantial sums had often been
paid to these potentates. One famous city, Venice, established itself
as an independent republic and the centre of a trading empire ; others
like the Hanseatic League of the North German towns, became
powerful Federations standing together m mutual defence and the
promotion of their common interests.

2

In describing these developments we are obliged to use terms—
admunistration, law, justice, and so forth—which have fixed meanings
mn modern times, but they need many qualifications when applied to
primitive or medival institutions. For long periods in the ninth
century and later there was almost no government over a large part
of Europe. Force, said Napoleon, organizes nothing, and this was
specially true of the empire of Charlemagne. His conquests covered
great spaces on the map, and while he lived his personal emussaries
(missi dominici) mamntained a minimum of law and order. But nothing
was organized on a permanent basis. On his death both the central
and the local administration fell rapidly into decay, and his feeble
successors were unable to protect their poorer subjects from ether
the raids of the northmen or the violence of their own nobles. The
latter literally took the law into their own hands, and usurped many of
the functions of government. Being otherwise »t the mercy of
marauders, the poor submitted and got some security at the sacrifice of
their freedom.

Hence the extension of the feudal system and the growth of the
landed aristocracy, stull further hmiang the power of king and
emperor. The association of multary service with land-holding
dated back from Roman times and in the long run proved ruinous to
the peasants. Compelled to go campaigning without pay and at their
own cost during the months when the land most needed their labour,
they were soon sunk in debt from which they could only release
themselves by selling their land to some noble or rich man. With
_ the loss of their land they lost their status as freemen, and were now
bound to a lord to whom they gave a large part oftheir labour or its
produce. There were many grades and varieties of the system, which
differed from country to country and even from village to village and
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manor to manor At the top of the scale were the free tenants, a
small class who did hittle more than pay rent to the landlord ; at the
bottom the serfs, who were entirely without civil nights ; and between
them the villems, who had all the nights of freemen except that they
could not leave the land without the lord’s consent. Nearly all were
compelled to work for the landlord on certam days and to pay hum
(generally mn kind) for certamn services that he provided, such as the
use of hus mull or of the great oven 1 which the bread was baked.

In this system we see the serf gradually coming to play the part of
the slave 1n the Roman Empire. As the pertod of Roman conquest
ended, the importation of slaves ceased, and of those who were n the
country many became freedmen and the remainder acquired a scarary
value which ensured them a certamn consideration. By the fourth
century there was little distinction between them and the coloni,
classes of persons who, though nominally free, were bound to the
land and liable to be forcibly brought back 1if they attempted to move
from 1t. In the end both slaves and coloni became merged in the serf
class. It would, I suppose, be techmcally true to say that slavery as
practised 1 the Roman Empire had ceased to exist from about the
seventh century onwards, but an immense number were n a position
which can only be desciibed as unfree, chamed to the soil, obliged to
work without wages for a large part of their time, and living . con-
ditions of the utmost squalor and poverty. Not merely the secular
aristocracy but the monasteries and great ecclesiastical corporations
were parties to this system, and the authority of the Church was
constantly invoked to prove it to be ordamed by God, who had
assigned to each rank in the social order the station in life with which
1t was a religious duty to be content. The only legal escape from ths
system was by flight from the country to the town. It was a general
rule that a man who had succeeded m mamtaming himself for a year
in a town without being detected could not be reclaimed by his lord.
Swnce labour was in demand in the towns, large numbers no doubt
escaped this way with the connivance of those who employed them.

3
For phulosophic history or reflective writing on government or
politics the Middle Ages are a desert. Its hustorians are largely bishops
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and priests, who are cluefly concerned wath ecclesiastical events or who
write 1 praise of some monarch or outstanding figure. There is no
Thucydides, no Tacitus, no Livy, no onlooker who sees the drift of
events and passes judgment. Boethius announced s “ fixed mtention,
if the potent favour of the deity would so grant,” to translate mto
Latin every work of Anstotle that came mto his hand and to furnish
it with a Lann commentary. He meant thus to present *“ whatever
msight mnto natural truth may be gathered from Aristotle.” A
translation of the Politics with lus commentary might have been a
work of rare value, but unfortunately he fell into disgrace with
Theodoric and was executed before he came to it.

The consideration of secular politics as an art or science with rules
and principles of its own was altogether beyond the reach of the
medizeval mund. The Scriptures as interpreted by the Church and
the Fathers contained everything that was necessary for salvation mn
this world or the next. Wickedness in high places would be rebuked
by boly Church ; oppression beyond a certam point would be followed
by rebellion. Beyond this there was little to say. An immense
number seemed to accept the depravity of Popes and princes as
mevitable imperfections of a mundane order which was only an ante-
chamber to the world beyond, the city of man soon to be superseded
by the aity of God.

The rediscovery of Arstotle and the intellectual awakening m the
thirteenth century brought the theory of politics to Iife agamn and gave
a new trend to the controversy between Popes and Emperors. St.
Thomas Aquinas embraces government, as 2ll other human activities,
in the immense sweep of his Summa Theologiae. In his treatment it is
no longer a question of striving and competing human beings m
collision with one another ; all alike are subservient to the divine
purpose whereby God rules the world, and through the co-operation
of many callings ordains the good life for His creatures. If St.
Thomas defends monarchy, he insists that the monarch shall regard
himself as trustee for the whole community, leading the good Lfe
humself and seeking the welfare of all his subjects. He must act
according to law described “ as an ordinance of reason for the common
good, made by him who has care of the community and promulgated
1t.” Much of this is a transcript from Anstotle, who spoke of law as
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“ reason unaffected by desire.”  St. Thomas shares Aristotle’s hatred
of tyranny, and in hus de Regimine Principum, wlule giving hus preference
to monarchy, he warns the monarch m truly Aristotelian style agamst
making himself a tyrant.

We are back again m the region of the 1deal, and St. Thomas, hke
Plato, mught have said that his pattern was laid up 1n heaven. But he
1s not dogmatic about the nature of secular rule. There are many
kinds of government and many kinds of law, and he does not presume
to tell us which 1s best, for different kinds may be good for different
countries and different conditions. He 1s strong on the subject of civil
obedience to a good ruler, and he definitely says that the Christian
subjects of a pagan prnce are not justified m refusing him obedience.
On the other hand, Ius horror of heresy is such that he holds the
Church to be justified m absolving the subjects of an apostate or heretic
ruler. There are many curious details m his wrtings which throw
light on the medizval mind and 1ts ways of thinking, but the main
pomnt 1s that this greatest of Catholic doctrinal authornties definitely
places government 1n the religious sphere, and requires the same
standard of conduct in rulers as n other men who profess the Christian
faith. Thus was to be of great importance at a later stage. A modern
Pope has St. Thomas 1n mind when he challenges the doctrine of the
Totalitartan States.

After a period of spasmodic activity in which it established itself in
southern Italy and placed Charles Anjou on the throne of Naples, the
Papacy fell back mto its old confusion. For three years there weie no
Popes ; then followed a succession of evil Popes who brought the
Church into deep discredit while loudly asserting their claims to
supremacy over the Emperors. The Itahan aties, meanwhile, were
plunged into confhict according as they sided with Emperor or Pope,
with the Glubelline nobles, who mamntamed their allegance to the
Emperors, or with the Guelfs, who supported the Pope, or with the
factious Blacks and Wites who came on the scene m Florence when
the Glubellines had been chased offit. 'The gencral judgment was that
the state of things was mtolerable. The Empire was more and more
a shadow, but so long as it cxisted the religious kind of monarchy
governing a linuted sphere which Aquinas contemplated was 1m-
possible, and the Papacy, consumed with 1ts mundane ambitions and
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corruptions, was merely one warring power among the many which
were making havoc m Europe. By this tume 1t was not even master
m its own Catholic household, for the Gallican church had broken
away and proclaimed 1its mdependence 1n matters of government
and disaplne. The English, too, were going their own way—the
way which led them eventually to the conclusion that they would not
be ruled by any foreigner and least of all by foreign ecclesiastics.

4

It was upon this scene that Dante Alighienn (1265-1321) made his
first appearance as a wrniter. How, exactly, he had become mvolved
in the tangled politics of Florence 1s somewhat in doubt. In his youth
he served as a soldier m the war against the Aretines, and about the
age of thirty he jomed the popular party which had taken the power
out of the hands of the Guelf nobles, and became one of the six Priors
who were the supreme council of government. Though wholly
Guelf in virtue of 1ts adhesion to the Papal cause, the city was now
sharply divided into Blacks and Whites, the latter being a constitu-
tional party wath what may be called a liberal policy, the former an
aristocratic and reactionary group waiting its opportunity to seize
power. Thus 1t succeeded 1 dong by a coup d’état n 1301, and Dante,
bemng a Whate, was driven mto hfe-long exile.

The picture of the poet cating his heart out in exile and wreaking
an immortal vengeance upon the political opponents who sent him
there has often been pamted—and over-pamted. It has even been
suggested that hus polnical treatise, the De Monarchia, which is the
first reflective work on the meaning and purpose of human govern-
ment since Augustme wrote hus City of God, 1s a political pamphlet
written to justify his appeal to a foreign potentate to depose his enemies
in Florence. There 15 undoubtedly both in this work and in the
Divine Comedy itself an element of bitterness which may be traced
to this personal grievance, but the greatness of the theme and the
passionate scerity with winch he approaches it forbid the thought
that Dante was actuated chiefly or to any considerable extent by any
petty motive.

Florence and 1ts troubles (which in the Inferno he summarily
attributed to “ new people and wealth suddenly ganed ”) sink into
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msignificance as the theme 15 developed. Tlus, in the De Monarchia,
1s m the dnect descent from St Augustine, even from Plato, and
embraces the whole human 1ace and 1ts salvation heie and hereafter
m 1ts sweep. Looking out on the vast confusion and turbulence of
the umes, Dantc can only sce one remedy—the establishment of
unity under one Government. Thus is the divine order manifested 1n
the heavens, which move under one 1mpulse, the primum mobile which
1s God. Human beings, being the children of heaven, should conform
to this pattern. He quotes Boethuus :

O felix hommum genus
St vestros animos amor,
Quo coelum regitur, regat.

Love and law (as a principle of nature) were identical in the mediaval
mund ; and humanmity, therefore, should be governed by the love which
islaw.

St. Augustine had left n doubt how hus ideal city should be achieved
on the earthly plane. Not so Dante. A monarchy and a umversal
one was necessary to his idea. What else could 1t be than the Holy
Roman Empire, not as 1t was, but restored to its ancient pre-emmence
and reviving the glories of Rome at 1ts greatest period. In a long
argument Dante secks to prove that the Providence of God was made
mamifest 1 Roman history. He is as fervent in mamtaming that the
Romans were God’s chosen people as any Hebrew prophet in making
that claim for the Jewish race. The world process had so far been one
of conflict for the imperium mundi. Assyrians, Egyptians, Persians,
Macedonians had each m turn striven for this prize, but Rome alone
had achieved it. If her means had been war, that also was the way of
Providence, which conferred a legal title on what was acquired by
war. (Quod per duellum adquiritur, de jure adquiritur.) In view of the
argument which was to follow, Dante 1s not quite easy about this
reasoning, for he adds that war should only be resorted to 1n the last
resort, and then only when the belligerents are inspired by a zeal for
justice. There have been few belligerents who have not made a
claim that they were so inspired, and Dante must have turned a blind
eye to large spaces of Roman history if he seriously believed that these
were the guiding principles of Roman conquerors. He was on safer
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ground when he said sumply that the Roman people were ordained by
nature for empite (Romanus populus ad imperandum ordinatus fint a
natura), and from this assertion inferred that the divine mtelligence
which decreed the end must have sanctioned the means.

A singular argument follows to prove that Chrnst’s atonement for
the sin of Adam would have been impossible unless the Judge who
condemned Him had possessed jurisdiction over the whole human race.
His Cructfixion would otherwise have been a local event with no
universal significance. In willing to be born under Roman authority
and to suffer under Pontius Pilate, Christ foresaw this necessary con-
diion.  Pilate was the agent of Tiberwus, and Tiberus had jurisdiction
over the whole human race, which he could not have had unless the
Roman Empire was de jure (in the cyes of God). Christ, therefore
(the argument seems to be), gave His sancuion to the legality and right-
fulness of the Roman Empure, for only so, as He knew, could His
purpose 1 the atonement be accomplished. Dante himself is deeply
impressed with this argument, for at the end of 1t he says almost
defiantly, “ Let those who think themselves sons of the Church cease
to rail at the Roman Empire when they see 1t sponsored by Chrst
both at the beginning and at the end of His earthly carcer.”

5
From these subtleties we pass to the practical conclusion. Thus 1s
that the Empire recetves its authonity immediately from God, and
not from the Church, which 1s not and cannot be the source of the
Impertal power. To authorize or create Empire 15 contrary to the
nature of the Church. If the “donation of Constantine ”—the
great medizeval forgery which was supposcd to have given the Popes
their title to secular power—was a fact, which Dante seems to
doubt, Constantine had no right to rend the scamless garment
of the Empire by giving 1t away to the Pope. The Church,
moreover, bemng forbidden by Chnst to possess gold and silver,
could not have received the “donation” even if the Emperor
had been enttled to give it. If the Pope clamed to have made
Charlemagne Emperor by the act of crowning him, 1t was 2 usurpatio
juris on hus part which had no vahdity. I these mstances are to be
aited there are many others which would equally prove the nghe of
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the Emperor to appount or depose Popes. Pope and Emperor each has
hus own sphere and each stands n a special relation to the human race.
Both are subordmate to God, who 1s the supreme Unity, but that the
Emprre existed before the Papacy and mdependently of 1t 1s proved by
the words of Christ Himself and of the Apostle who appealed unto Ceesar.

A certan duality 15 recognized as existing within this essential umty,
for man has to keep lus mind fixed on two kinds of blessedness, that
of the earthly and that of the heavenly paradise. To the first he
attans by the moral and mtellectual virtues, to the second by the
theological, faith, hope, and chanty. It 1s for the temporal authority,
i.e. the Emperor, to guide men to earthly happiness, but the spirtual
authority 15 needed to bring them to their further goal of supernatural
eternal happmess. Dante departs from medizval ecclesiastical theory
1 never disparaging the value of the earthly paradise. It 1s part of the
divine counsel (dentro al consiglio divino) that man should be happy in
the earthly and hereafter in the heavenly paradise. But he seems
often to be 1n trouble about keeping hus balance as a faithful son of the
Church who 1s true to her doctrine and yet destres her to be free from
the alloy of temporal power and ambition. He cannot rule her out
from the sphere of mortal happiness, for that 1s bound up with the
prospect of immortal happiness. The two domains, therefore, are
not separate but interpenctrant. The suggested solution 1s that the
Supreme Ponuff should

bestow the hight of grace on the temporal power, and that the Emperor m
return should observe towards Peter the reverence which a first-born son
ought to observe to hus father, so that illumined wath the hght of the paternal
grace he may the more effectively 1rradiate the world over which he 1s set
to rule by Him who 15 the ruler of all things spiritual and temporal.

6

If we take it literally, we are obliged to say that never was a tract
for the times less timely than Dante’s De Monarchia. There could
scarccly have been ideas more remote from practical politics than that
the Popes of this period would accept the passive role assigned to them
in this scheme,! or that the Emperors of this period—men like Albert

1 In 1302 Bomiface VIII had launched the Bull Unam Sanctam, claiming
supremacy for the Church.
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the Hapsburg or Henry of Luxembourg—could aspire to the desired
universal monarchy. The universal Roman Empire was dead beyond
resurrection, the Holy Roman Empire was scarcely the shadow of the
great name and 1ts pretensions excited open demsion. To Iralian
patriots Dante summoning the German Emperor to play the role of
Augustus may well have seemed no better than the Popes appealing
to the French Kings.

Yet stripped of what is medizeval and scholastic and local and
temporary, the central 1deas of the De Monarchia have inexhausuble
witality. Dante sees the world in a chromc state of conterinon through
its division 1nto numerous States, each of which claims to be judge in
its own cause :

Wherever contention may arise, there should also be the means of adjudi-
cating 1t. Otherwise there would be imperfection, which 1s mpossible, since
God and nature are never lacking 1n things that are necessary  Between any
two princes, of whom the one 15 not subject to the other, 1t 1s evident that
there may be contentions either through their own fault or that of their
subjects. Therefore there ought to be means of adjudicating between all
such And since the one, not being the superior or mferior of the other,
cannot take cogmzance of the other’s affars—for a peer has no rule over a
peer—there ought to be a thurd of larger jurisdiction who by the scope of hus
authority 1s superior to both  This will exther be a supreme monarch or not.
If the former, the end is achieved (habetur propositum) ; if not, he wall have
another co-equal with himself, and once more another third party will be
necessary. And so on to infinity, which 1s impossible.

A plurality of princes is an evil, except so far as it serves the purpose of
local government ; for all other purposes there should be one prince
or emperor.

This is the way and the only way of peace. Peace, universal peace,
is necessary to the life of freedom, which 1s the greatest gift of God to
man (maximum donum humane nature a Deo collatum). Through
freedom we have our happiness here as men, through it our happiness
elsewhere as gods (DeMon. I, 12). The monarch bemg alone com-
pletely disinterested will not pervert men to his own uses, as do tyrants,
nobles, and democrats ; he will leave them free to pursue the good life
of their own voliton. Under the wrong constirution, as Aristotle
says, a good man may be a bad citizen, but under the right constitution
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the good man is always the good anzen. “Rught constitutions
work for freedom 1n order that mer may exist for their own sakes.”
Citizens ate not made for the sake of consuls nor nations for the sake
of kings, but on the contrary consuls for the sake of citizens, and the
king for the sake of the nation. In respect of the road on which they
are travelling, consuls and kings may be the masters of others, but m
respect of the end to which they are moving, they are the servants of
all.  Most of all 1s the monarch to be regarded as the servant of all.

With a very little modernizing whole passages of the De Monarchia
might be reconstructed as a plea for the League of Nations or some
other authonty standing above the national sovereignties, whose
refusal to accept the arbitration of a third power is still the chief obstacle
to world peace. Freedom, 11 Dante’s view, ““ by which we have our
happiness here as men and elsewhere as gods,” is only to be reahzed in
a world at peace ; peace can only be secure where justice reigns, and
Justice means 1 the end doing the wall of God. It is one of the great
themes of the Divine Comedy, emerging agam and agein from all
that 15 medieval and obscure or personal and prejudiced mn that
stupendous poem. In la sua voluntade e nostra pace.

Dante’s treause, 1t will be seen, 15 a hughly idealized conception,
far beyond anything that he, immersed m the squalid politics of his
time, could have dreamt of as possible. Where 1n the welter of the
thirteenth and fourteenth centuries was this transcedent being so
unversally acknowledged, so high above all other principalities and
powers as not even to excite envy, so removed from the necessities
of ordinary monarchs and princes as to be under no temptation to
corrupt his subjects or to favour some at the expense of others ? It 1s
possible, as some cominentators have suggested, that the dream of a
“second coming ” and the reign of the Messiah on earth, which had
come to life agan in these centunes, was flitung through Dante’s
mind, but this suppositon is by no means necessary. He was
a poet and an allegorist and this ideal figure served him for a
grand remonstrance agamst the corruptions ,of hus time, the hopeless
entanglement of the religious and the secular, the degradation of the
#Papacy to a political faction using its spiritual weapons to promote its
temporal ambitions, the incurable schismauc and fissiparous ten-
dencies, which were taking the world farther and farther from the
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unity which was the professed purpose of the Holy Roman Einprre,
and is still the greatest of all the things necessary for the peace and
happmess of mankind. The listorian 1s obliged to say that the
world had got far beyond the pomt at which 1t could be recalled
cither to the poliical unity of the original Roman Empire or to the
mystical umty of the City of God and polity of men contcmplated
by St Augustine. But the 1deal 1s one which has not lost and cannot
lose its virtue, and 1t thrlls us to come upon this poignant expression
of it 1n the mouth of the greatest of medizval poets and thinkers.
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CHAPTER XXII

THE END OF A DREAM

I

HE Papacy reached the chimax of its pretensions at the end of
the twelfth century. It now claimed to be supreme over all
secular powers, whether emperors or kings, and to be empowered
to order them to do its bidding. In 1195 Innocent III placed France
under an mterdict ; and in 1206 he pronounced the same sentence
upon England, and ordered lus vassal, Philip of France, to enforce 1t
by invading the country. King John submitted, and for centuries
to come England was in theory a fief of the Papal Empire and paid
tribute to the Pope. The Papal claim, however, had one very con-
siderable drawback. It became the object of kings and emperors to
annex the authority which wielded these magical powers. If they
dared not defy a Pope, they might capture him, bring him under their
nfluence, use him for their own purposes. In 1309 the French did
exactly this, and transferred the seat of the Papacy from Rome to
Avignon, where it remained for the next seventy years and served
for an wnstrument of French polcy.

In 1399 Pope Gregory XI got back to Rome, but from this time
onwards there were often two Popes and sometimes even three dis-
puting with one another for the succession. The scandalous behaviour
and incompetence of some of them kept the Roman people on the
verge of rebellion ; they drove one Pope, Eugenius IV, into exile and
rose m arms agamnst s successor, Nicholas V. The “ Restoration
Popes ” did not feel themselves precluded by sentiments of Christian
piety from applying to these disorders the harshest treatment which
the refined cruelty of their mercenary captains and executioners could
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mvent. They slew, tortured, hanged their opponents.!  In the mean-
time, by skilful mtnigues with kings and emperors, who walked m
fear of thew influence with the superstitious masses, the Popes had
defeated all the efforts of General Councils to bring them under
control and compel them to set their own house 1n order.

Though the profligacy and crimmality of the Popes and their
entourage had become a byword in Europe, though priests and
cardinals 1n the Holy City expressed a cymcal disbelicf m their own
muraculous powers, the Church continued to assert 1ts clams to
supremacy over all secular authorties and to treat kings and emperors
as vassals of its imaginary empire. The mfamous Borgia Alexander VI
insisted that in virtue of “ the authonity Almighty God granted unto
us in St. Peter and by the office which we bear on the earth mn the
stead of Jesus Christ ™ 1t was for him and for him alone to apportion
the territories discovered by Columbus and Vasco Da Gama, and the
Kings of Spam and Portugal meekly admutted hus pretensions. Pre-
vious Popes had accepted what was alleged to be the * donation of
Constantine ” or the * donation of Pepin.” Alexander insisted that
all the territories of secular sovereigns were the donation of the
Papacy, “ speaking by the authority of Almighty God.”

So mordmate a pretension could not last. It rested purely on the
belief that the Church had the power of salvation and that excom-
munication carried with 1t irreparable pains and penalties in another
world. The modern spirit now dawning was less and less inclined to
believe that Almighty God had authorized men of the type of the
Borgas to adminuster these pains and penalties, even 1f He had pro-
vided them for His erring children. In the fifteenth and sixteenth
centurtes the Papal claim found utself in sharper and sharper conflict
both with the independent nationalism which resented foreign
intrusion and with the spirit of the Reformation which challenged
the entire doctrine on which the power and wealth of the priesthood
stood. The English were pioneers in both respects, in the movement
of John Wychffe and the Lollards, wich blazed the trail for the
Reformers of a later generation, and in the determination of their
stubborn Tudor sovereigns, Henry VIII and Elizabeth, to be masters
or mistresses in their own houses.

1 Fusher, pp. 363-4-
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Though the opponents of the Papal tyranny have won and deserve
the applause of hustory, the breakdown at the hands of corrupt politi-
cans and ecclesiastics of the great 1deal which mspired St. Augustine
and Dante and struggled vainly to find expression i the Holy Roman
Empire must rank among the great calamiues of history. With
that perished for centuries the 1dea of a European unity rising above
national sovereignties and gathering all mto a bond of peace. The
choicer spirits had risen to the pomnt of dreaming this dream, but 1t
was beyond the thought of erther the ecclesiastical or secular pohiticians
of these centuries. The Church, which m the dreamland of the saints
would have been the instrument of a benevolent will to peace and the
Christian Iife, strove for a secular supremacy i competition with the
secular powers ; ambinous kings and princes sought to annex its
supernatural powers and use them for their own advantage. Lacking
the means of asserting 1ts will over recalcitrant worldlings, the King-
dom not of this world challenged them on their own ground and
descended to their level. The 1dea of a super-national umity was to
be revived at the end of the Great War mn the proposal of a League
of Nations to abolsh war and assert the supremacy of law over
aggressors and transgressors.  But this also was to prove premature.
The secular Powers were no more able than the ecclesiastical to guard
their 1deal from the ncursion of the mundane passions of envy, fear,
Jealousy, revenge.
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CHAPTER XXIII

MACHIAVELLI

I

ANTE'’S De Monarchia is the last voice from the Middle Ages.
The next politcal treatise, The Prince of Machiavelli, comes
from an entirely different world. In the two hundred years which
divide the two, the principal monarchies of modern Europe had
emerged from the flux of medizval feudahsm and were attractng to
therr side the “ new men,” the men of commerce and mndustry, who
looked to kings to defend them agamnst the nobles. England and
France after their exhausting Hundred Years’ War had settled down
into something like their final form ; the Turks had captured Con-
stantinople and made an end of the Eastern Empire ; Columbus had
discovered America; Ferdmnand and Isabella had extinguished the
Moorish kingdom n Spam. Cities had multiplied and become large
centres of a new kind of mndependent life and culrure. The Holy
Roman Empire was shortly to enter upon a new phase with the elec-
tion of Charles V as Emperor, and to obtain an enormous accession
to its nomimnal territories through a series of royal marriages. Printng
had been invented, gunpowder was coming into use. The Papacy
had suffered an irreparable loss of prestige through its submission to
the French kings and its “ Babylonian captivity ” at Avignon (1309~
1377). By the beginning of the sixteenth century the Popes had
become hittle more than Italian princes, and some of them were the
worst of therrkind. They, nevertheless, continued to hutl their spiritual
thunderbolts over all Europe, but with rapidly diminishing results.
The moral and intellectual upheaval was on the same scale. Iraly
had plunged into the neo-paganism of the Renaissance, as if to find
a substitute in humanism for the rehgion it had discarded. Together
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with an amazing revival of art and letters and an exquusite sensibulity
to all forms of beauty in painting, sculpture, and architecture went a
shameless corruption in morals and conduct Force, fraud, open
murder, secret assassiation were practised by princes and Popes.
All of them were ready to employ foreign mercenaries or mvoke the
aid of foreign potentates to get the better of their rivals and com-
pettors 1 the race for wealth and power. Florence alone in these
years plucked up spirit to assert 1ts own independence, and in 1498
the Signory cast Piero de Medici and his family out of the city when
they attempted to buy off the French King Charles VIII, who was
threatening the city in league with Pope Alexander VI.  For fourteen
years the Florentine Republic stood upright, but 1t too became involved
in the general game of intrigue, and after plotung alternately with king
and Pope, found 1tself once more under the heels of the Medici.

The young Machiavells, the subsequent author of The Prince, being
a skilful and ambitious youth, was willing to go anywhere and do
anything 1n the service of any party or faction which would employ
him. For the fourteen years of its existence he acted as Secretary of
the Republic, and went on mussions alternately to the French King and
the Pope in the effort to appease them, or, failing that, to play them off
one against the other in the interests of hus employers. The Pope was
the infamous Alexander VI, who exulted in the profligacy of his own
life and made it the main object of lus policy to secure wealth and
power for his equally infamous son, Cazsar Borgia. Romantic
novelists giving the fullest remn to their imagination have failed to
do justice to the crimmal explots of this murderous family. Caesar
was a virtuoso in crime ; he was as merciless to friends of whom he
was jealous as to enemies who resisted him. Father and son used
poison and dagger as suted their purpose, and blood ties meant
nothing to them. Caesar had hus brother murdered and thrown into
the Tiber ; he caused his brother-in-law to be stabbed on the steps of
his palace, and when he was being nursed by his mother and sister,
with the most careful measures against poison being introduced into
his food, Casar laughed these precautions to scorn. * What
cannot be done at noonday,” he said, *“ may be brought about m the
evening,” and when hus victim was on the point of recovery, he burst
mto his bedroom, drove our his wife and sister, and called in the
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common executioner to make an end of hum. After that he slew his
father Alexander’s favourite, Peroto, with lus own hand, while the
unhappy man was clinging to lus patron for protection, and the blood
of the favourite flowed over the face of the Popel We need not,
however, waste much of our pity on this holy man, for there seems to
be no doubt that he poisoned the Cardmal of Verona, whose riches he
envied, and probably a good many others, before in the end he fell
a vicum to another rich cardmal, whom he had mntended to poison.
This Eminence—small blame to him—bribed the Pope’s chief cook to
set before the Pontff humself the poison intended for the Cardinal.
Casar meanwhile had pursued the same methods as his father, and
the streets of Rome had been strewn with the corpses of those whom
he feared or whose riches he cnvied. But wath the death of his father
fortune forsook hum.  The new Pope, Julius II, though as unscrupulous
a ibertine as hus predecessor, was also a formidable man of war, who
made it hus object to recover as much as possible of the former posses-
sion of the Church. Being driven out of lus castles and lus dukedom,
Casar became a soldier of fortune, and after many adventures,
including a period of two years’ imprisonment m Spam, he was killed
at the age of thurty-one wiile serving his brother-in-law, the King of

Navarre.
2

This brief digression is necessary for a judgment of Machiavelh.
The author of The Prince is sometimes presented to us as the founder
of political science, the first to make a scientific abstraction of the
political man, as Adam Smith did later of the “economic man,”
bringing to this task a cool objective spirit, which is wrongly inter-
preted 1f we suppose hum to have expressed moral judgments. He
was, according to this view, ruling out the moral factors, not because
he considered them unimportant, but because for this particular
purpose he regarded them as irrelevant.  He was taking the political
man, puttng him so to speak m a vacuum, and asking how, qua
pohtical man, he ought to act so as to maintam and extend his power.

1 Ranke’s History of the Popes, I, pp- 37-40, translation. ‘Whether Alexander
was poisoned, as his contemporaries believed, or died of fever 1s not quite

certain.,
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We are reminded that Machiavelli, as shown in lis correspondence,
was an amiable man and, according to his own lights, a public-spirited
patriot. He desired to free Italy from foreign rule and to release its
princes from their dependence on hired armies. On this and many
other matters he gave them excellent advice. The men he admired,
Alexander VI, Casar Borgia, Julius II, were, 1t 1s said, with all their
vices, men of great ability and power—Casar especially, who, as
Macaulay says,

found a powerful and durable excitement in the mntense thirst of empire and
revenge . . . who formed a gallant army out of the dregs of an unwarlike
people, who, after acquiring sovereignty by destroymng his enemues, acquired
populanity by destroymg his tools ; who had begun to employ for the most
salutary ends the powers which he had obtained by the most atrocious means

I quote from Macaulay’s famous essay, which pushes to its extreme
limit the theory that men should be judged by the moral standard
prevaiing at their tme. But Macaulay himself wavers, for after
making the rather hazardous assertion that none of Machiavelli’s
contemporaries were shocked or offended by his wntings, he says
suddenly at the end of his essay that he “ enjoyed a vindictive pleasurc
1 outraging the opinions of a society which he despised.”

3

If we are to do justice to Machiavells we must read his Discourses on
the First Ten Books of Livy side by side with his The Prince. 'The two
books were written about the same time, (1513), and of the two the Dis-
courses leaves by far the more agreeable impression of the writer. It
glows with admiration of the * ancient valour ” of the Roman people ;
1t admits the value of free institutions and of free governments-if
only they know how to maintain themselves in power. It abounds
m tributes to the civic virtues. We have to stretch as far forward as
Burke to think of any writer who gives us so many pungent aphorisms
and comments as he goes along. Some critics have found a difficulty
in reconcling the Discourses with The Prince and express surprise that
the two books should have been on the stocks, as they apparently
were, during the same months. Yet the doctrine of the two is
essentially the same—it may even be said that the Discourses extends the
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sphere to which this doctrme applies  For it now appears that it was
mtended not only, as lus apologists have suggested, for a ruler m the
exceptional crrcumstances of fifteenth and sixteenth-century Itahan
politics, but for all types of government, free and despotic. The
Roman State 15 praised for the skilful blend of fraud and force, cruelty
and leniency with which 1t won and extended 1ts power.

Indeed, it 1s quite as much from the Discourses as from The Prince
that those who have sat at the feet of this master have drawn their
inspiraion.  Here, for example, 1s the text which justfies the modern
dictator in taking sole control and refusing to share his authority with
anyone :

Thus should be taken as a general rule—that never or hardly ever has any
Republic or Kingdom been well ordered from the beginning or been entirely
fashioned anew from 1ts ancient mstitutions when the work hasnot been done
by oneman Nay, 1t must be one man alone who prescribes the method and
from whose mind must come every subsequent and similar reconstruction.
Therefore the founder of a Republic who 1s wise and 15 of a mind to benefit
not only himself but the public welfare, and who 15 thinking not only of hus
own family or dynasty but of his country, must strive to obtain the sole
authority. Nor will a wise man blame anyone for extraordmary action taken
in the course of foundmg a Kingdom or establishing a Republic. It must be
agreed that, though he may be blamed for domg certamn things, he will be
justified by their results, and when this result is good, as m the case of Romulus,
he will always be justified, since he 15 to be blamed who does violence with
intent to myure, not he who does 1t order to pacify.l

‘This idea of the good motive plays a large part in Machiavelli’s philoso-
phy, but m practice 1t comes to mean only that the ruler persuades
himself that his end is good. When once he has done that, he is
justified m taking any means to achieve 1t.

4
We may turn now to The Prince with an assurance that its teaching
is not modified by anything that is said in the Disconrses. Familiar
as it is supposed to be, a remmder of what it actually contains may not
be out of place at a time when 1t plays so large a partin the fashionable

1 Discourses, Book I, Chap. 9.
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defence of tyranny  Its theme may be bnefly described as a description
of the method by wluch, i the author’s own words, men may be
“ wheedled or destroyed ” by those who aspire to govern them In
provinces newly acquired they are easly wheedled, “ especially 1f
they have not been accustomed to hiberty,” and to secure a Prince mn
possession of what he has conquered “ there needs no more than to
exurpate the family of the Prince which governed before.” For a
stmilar reason “ whoever conquers a free town and does not demolish
1t commuts a great error and may expect to be rumed himself.” It is
a great part of “ wheedling ” that the Prince should do all the popular
things himself and leave all the unpopular to hus subordmnates  Casar
Borgia’s treatment of Remiro d’Orco, whom he has employed to
reduce the turbulent Province of Romagna to order, 1s cited as a case
m pomt. When Remiro had done this work, Casar discovered that
it had made lum many enemues, so in order to

recover the affections of the people, he had a2 mund to show that, if any cruelty
has been exercised, 1t proceeded not from him but from the harsh disposition
of his mimster, and on this pretext he had him beheaded and exposed hus
body mn the market-place at Casena with a wooden block and bloody axe by
his side.  The ferocity of this spectacle both appeased and stupefied the people
for a while.

Next there 15 great danger 1 employing mercenaries or foreign
auxiliaries, for 2 moment comes when they need to be got rid of, lest
they become dangerous.

“I cannot,” he says i this connection, *“ pass by Hiero of Syracuse, whom I
have mentioned before. Thus person, being made general of the Syracusan
army, quickly discovered the mercenary milina was not to be relied upon,
therr officers being qualified like ours 1n Italy, and finding that he could neither
contmue nor discharge them securely, he ordered things so that they were all
cut to pieces, and then prosecuted the war with lus own forces alone without
any foreign assistance.”

The Prince must “ harden himself and learn to be good or otherwise
according to the exigence of his affairs.”  He 1s, therefore,

not to concern himself if he ncurs the infamy of those vices without which

lus domunion was not to be preserved ; for if we consider things impartially

we shall find some things in appearance are virtuous and yet, 1f pursued, would
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bring certain destruction ; and others, on the contrary, that are scemingly bad
which, if followed by a Prmce, procure his peace and security

In dealing with money the Prince need not be afraid of being thought
grasping provided he gets revenuc enough to defend himself and cut
a splash with lus subjects, for those from whom he takes away will
be few, and he will be accounted noble by all the rest. But he should
spend other people’s moncy and not his own ; ““1t 1s spending of hus
own that is so pernicious.”

In another passage he gives the somewhat different advice that it
is better to take men’s hives than to “intrench upon their estates,”
for “ men do sooner forget the death of their father than the loss of
their patrimony.”  Cruelty 1s a reputation to be courted rather than
avoided. All the virtues of Hannibal would have signified nothing if
his great cruelty had not “ rendered him both awful and terrible to hus
soldiers.” If the choice must be made, as 1t generally must, it 1s
better to be feared than loved, since ““love is fastened only by a
ligament of obligation, which the ill-nature of mankind breaks upon
every occasion that is presented to hus profit, but fear depends upon
an apprehension of punishment which is never to be duspelled.”
Fear is in his own hands, but love depends on others who are fickle,
tmud, and ungrateful.  On the whole it is better for the Prince to
make his people content and his nobles submussive, but since good
actions are as liable to incur hatred as bad ones, he must not shrink
from wickedness to mamtamn his power. It is possible, however, to
be feared and not hated. The Prince “should proceed with great
caution that he docs not make himself odious.” When cruelties
become unavordable, they should be commutted thoroughly and but
once, since 1t is inadvisable to have resort to them a second time
Hence the importance of completely extinguishing the family of 2
rval or conquered sovereign, since lustory has agam and agam proved
that the most dangerous consequences may follow from the escape of
some seemngly obscure and msignificant member.

“ A Prince who is wise and prudent cannot and ought not to keep
his word when the keeping of it 1s to his prejudice and the causes
for which he promised are removed.”  He adds :

It 1s necessary to know how to disguise thus disposition and to be a great
pretender as well as a great dissembler.  Men are so simple and so obedient to
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the necessities of the moment that he who deceives will always find those who
wll let themselves be decerved  Alexander VI never did or thought of domg
anythmg but decerve people, and found plenty of material to work upon ;
there was never a man who was greater in asserting or accompanied his asser-
tion with bigger oaths and observed them less; nevertheless his deceptions
mvariably succeeded, for he thoroughly understood this side of human nature.

*x]¢ 35, therefore, not necessary that a Prince should have all the above-
mentioned (virtuous) qualities, but it 1s necessary that he should appear to have
them. Nay, more, I'will venture to say that if he really had them and observed
them always, they would be positively dangerous, whereas if he only-appears to
have them, they are useful. Thus 1t 1s useful to appear, and even to be, pious,
farthful, humane, rehigious, and honest, provided your mmd 1s so fortfied
that you can and know how to be the contrary.

A last touch to this picture of the perfect Prince is that he

ought to pretend more than ordmnarily to religion, because more men do judge
by the eye than by the touch ; for everybody sees but few understand ;
everybody sees how you appear, but few know what m reality you are, and
those few dare not offend the opinion of the multitude, who have the majesty
of their Prince to defend them.

A further suggestion is that a Prince, especially if he 15 2 new man,
needs to have enemues that he may have the opportunity to conquer
them. “ Many have thought that a wise Prince, when opportunity
offers, ought, but with great cunning and address, to maintain some
enemies against himself that, when time serves to destroy them, his
own greatness may be increased.” A good Prince must be both fox
and hon : a fox to wheedle and deceive, a lion to destroy.!

5

Some modern readers of The Prince have found it impossible to
believe that even an Iralian of the sixteenth century coyld have
intended seriously certam of the passages I have quoted. Between
the lines they see the savage irony of the outraged moralist ; a cool
feroaty deliberately wrought into burlesque. The ““Prince ” is the
Barry Lyndon of a moral romance. After all, it is said, Machiavelh
was a wit and he must have foreseen and intended the all but ludicrous
effect of some of his cynical inversions of the accepted code. It is

1 The Prince, XVIL
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difficult, for example, to suppose that he was unaware of the grimly
humorous effect of his description of Casar Borgia’s treatment of
Orco or of his reference to Hiero of Syracuse.

This suggestion may be glanced at, but there 1s no substance n 1t.
It 1s impossible to read Chapter VII of The Prince without coming to
the conclusion that he did sincerely admire both Alexander VI and
Casar Borgia, and that he means seriously to commend their practices
for imitation. If any doubt remained 1t would be disposed of by his
letters to his friend Vettori, which are quite explicit on this pomt.
Moreover, a considerable part of the book is a patriotic pamphlet
with a laudable purpose behind it, and 1t is impossible to think that so
skilful a writer would have confused his readers by mixmng it up with
a hudden exercise i irony. In its general attitude The Prince 1s entirely
in line with the despatches i which its author tells the story of hus
embassies and his efforts on behalf of his employers. According to
his code he was a loyal servant of these employers. He was willing
to serve the republic while 1t lasted and he was willing to serve the
Medici when they were restored. True that he fell under suspicion
i one of the numerous conspiracies agamst the Medict and was
imprisoned and tortured, but there is nothing more agamnst him on
this score than that his name was found on one of the hsts that the
conspirators had drawn up. The truth seems to be that years of
continuous association with the assassins, wire-pullers, and conspirators
of Italian pohtcs led him to the conclusion that statecraft was the
organized cynicism that he represented 1t to be, and that he was doing
a service 1n attempting to reduce its practice to rule and principle.

But these are side issues. What gives The Prince 1ts significance to
students of institutions is the completeness of 1ts breach with the past.
What, we ask, has happened in the preceding centuries that this man
can pass without a glance the entire medizval cheory of Church and
State, the 1dea of a mystical union between the secular and the spiritual
for the salvation of body and soul which, in spite of all corruptions
and calamities, survived through the Middle Ages, and 1s still glowing
in Dante’s DeMonarchia ? Up to this point, widely as their practices
might differ from their professions, European men had paid homage
to the idea that the welfare of their subjects was the object of
rulers and that their practice as rulers must be judged by the same
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standards as their practice 1 their private lives. Now suddenly,
without waming or argument, there 1s launched upon the world, as
if 1t were self-evident and obwvious, the idea of government proceeding
on principles which actually mvert those of the private life, making
good 1 the public sphere what 1s admitted to be evil 1 the private,
proclaiming the law of the jungle as right and necessary for the ruler
who would be successful. Machiavelli seems actually to glory i the
mversion, for he carried forward into his new world all the epithets—
good, bad, evil, cruel—borrowed from the old morality which are
meaningless unless they mmply moral condemnation, and thus subtly
conveys to his reader that the art of government, 1n his opinion, owes
no account to moral standards as ordmarily understood.

Equally abrupt in 1ts breach with the past 15 his atutude to the human
beings who are the subjects of the prince. He admuts that it 15 more
politic for the ruler, if he can, to make them content, but throughout
they are treated as raw material which he must subdue to his purpose
of keeping himself m power. If they cannot be appeased, they must
be mtmidated, but in either case his object 1s not to promote their
welfare, but to keep himself n power. Up to the end of the thirtcenth
century no Emperor, Pope or king, whatever his private thoughts
may have been, would have ventured to avow this theory. However
shadowy and unreal may have been the idea of the Holy Roman
Empire, both Emperor and Pope, m virtue of their partnership, were
compelled to do homage to the theory that the welfare of their
subjects in this world and the world to come was the object of those
who presumed to rule them.

6

It may be said that the gulf between profession and practice was
beyond bridging by the beginning of the sixteenth century, and that
Machiavelli did a service in sweeping away the old pretences and pro-
claiming the truth as he saw it. Thus, we may suppose him saying, is
really how men do act in goveming their fellow-men, therefore let us
not pretend about it, but rather seck to discover the rules of this
difficult art, so that it may be practised successfully and with the least
risk to those who pursue it. As the cxponent of this art Machiavelli
has been haled as the first and greatest of anti-humbugs or debunkers,
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1

to use the modern phrase. He 1s sad to have “torn the veil of
hypocrisy from the face of truth.” The same claim has been made
for many lesser men even m our own tume, and 1t raises the question
whether the veil is “ hypocrisy ” and whether the thing unveiled 1s
the “ truth.”  Upon that it may be said that the acknowledgment of
any standard or profession of any ideal beyond what is commonly
practised 1s hable to the charge of hypocrisy, but that this kind of pre-
tence, 1f pretence it is, has been of enormous value i the development
of morals. Men do by degrees live up to their own hypocrisies, and in
the meantime to be compelled to profess more than they practise s a con-
stant prick to their conscience. It is one thing to do wrong acknow-
ledging it to be wrong, and quite another to do it and believe thatitis
right. The second of these things is what Plato called the lie in the soul.

Machiavelli’s themes were by no means new. The nature of justice
and whether States should act justly, as that word is commonly under-
stood, are questions debated between Glaucon and Socrates in the
first book of Plato’s Republic, and between Philus and Sapio in Cicero’s
De Republica. Some of Machiavelli’s cynical maxims may be found
in the fifth book of Anstotle’s Politics and others recall the sad wisdom
of the Egyptan sage Amenembet about the year 2000 B.C. Even in
the Hebrew story 1t was certamly not an easy or obvious conclusion
that * nighteousness exalteth a nation.” The importance of Machia-
vells is that he was the first to proclaim openly the duality of public
and private morals and to assert that to be good in the pubhc sphere
which is acknowledged to be the evil in the private. He was not
content to let the two principles groan and travail together to some
ultimate synthesis or reconciliation in the community life ; he delib-
erately excluded from the public sphere all scruples and inhibitior
derived from the private morality. The question he raised has lain
at the root of all the philosophies of politics from that time to this.
Moderns substitute “ State” for “Prince” and thus soften the
unabashed egoism of Machiavelli’s doctrine. Seen through the
coloured musts of Hegelian sophistry it takes on the plausible appearanc
of high patriotism. But wherever 1t appears and in whatever guise,
1t is a direct challenge to all theories which make the welfare and
happiness of the mdividuals composing a State, and not its own glory
or power, the object of those who rule it.
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CHAPTER XXIV

THE BIRTH OF PARLIAMENT

I

ELF-CONSCIOUS reflection on pohtical institutions was a gift
of the Greeks which passed by the Roman road to the theomnsts
of the Holy Roman Empire and found expression in the De Civitate Dei
of St Augustine, the De Monarchia of Dante, and The Prince of
Machiavelli. In England and over the large part of Europe which
remained outside or was only temporanly brought under the Roman
Empire, government evolved without thought or plan from primiuve
tribal methods shaped to meet the necessities of defence and the pro-
vision of food and shelter. In the primitve State the beginnings were
taken for granted ; the purpose, if any, was the business of the gods ;
for man 1t remained to fend for himself here and now. For that he
had to put his wits as well as the labour of lus hands into the common
stock, and though he quickly discovered the necessity of leadership,
he seems almost everywhere in northern Europe to have imposed upon
his leader the necessity of consulting the tribe. Archzologists con-
jecture that the conical mounds of the neolithic age are *“ mounts of
assembly,” meeting-places on which the tribe gathered to hear the
chief or chuefs. This 1s a guess, but there is abundant evidence to
suggest that consultation with the tribe was one of the features which
disungush Northern primitive institutions from those of the Eastern
world, where the successful warnor chief was accepted without
question as a despot. Democracy is to this extent a characteristic
Nordic institunion.

The rule of one man unchecked by council or assembly was rare in
medizval Europe. The tribal assembly of the Frank evolved by
degrees into the Impenal Diet of the Empire, which, though repre-
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sentatives of Iraly and other nomimnal parts of the Empire mght be
;ncluded 1 1t, became 1 practice an assembly of German magnates
dominated by the more powerful princes. When the Empire broke
up, the Diet became a congress of envoys from the different States,
each of which claimed to be sovereign. Independent or semi-
independent cities, meanwhile, devised various forms of government,
such as the Venetian ohigarchy wath 1ts Doge, Grand Council, Senate,
and Council of Ten ; the senates and councils of the Hanseatic cities
and their Federal League; the numerous experiments by which
Florence endeavoured but failed to establish a republican constitution
strong enough to prevail over the struggles of her factions and the
ambitions of her noble families Hatred of tyranny was everywhere
alive, but lacked the organization necessary to withstand powerful
individuals, who often found their opportunity mn the disorder caused
by revolts agamst oppression and misgovernment. Misgovernment
causing disorder and disorder providing an excuse for tyranny was the
vicious circle m which many cies and States found themselves
wnescapably involved.

The Saxons brought their Nordic tribal assembly, or Witan, to all
the parts of Europe which they subdued. It seems to have found
specially congenial so1l 1n Britain, for 1t persisted through all the vicis-
situdes of later imes and up to the time of the Norman Conquest was
strong enough to requure at least lip-service to its theory that it alone
had the power to validate the choice of a sovereign. It bowed to
necessity when it chose the Danish Canute as king, but 1t kept 1ts
theory alive and compelled the conquering Norman to swear that he
would abide by the old Saxon laws. It was these old Saxon laws
which prevented the Norman barons from laying their heels on the
English as their caste had done on the peoples of continental Europe,
and it was the spirit embodied in these laws which the English kings
found rising agamnst them when they attempted to make themselves
the absolute monarchs that most of their brothers m continental
Europe had by this time become.

2

It was the spirit rather than the letter which counted in the later

development. Historians are no doubt right when they tell us that
23
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the Witan was not a popular or representative body, and therefore
not the origin of our modern Parliament. It was m 1ts later develop-
ment “a haphazard assembly of bishops, carls, royal officials, and
other magnates ” whose power of restraming the sovereign depended
on character and circumstances and not on any law or constitution.
It was nevertheless the rallymg-pomnt of the free man’s opposition to
despotism which found expression in Magua Charta, which flared
mto Iife under Stmon de Montfort, led to the embryo Parliaments of
the earlier tne, and from them led on to the representative and finally
the democratic Parhaments of modern times. It was charactenistic of
each of these stages that, judged by the results of their battles, the
protagonists were almost nvanably fighting for more than they knew
and much more than most of them would have desired. Modern
historans have sought to dim the glories of Magna Charta by pointing
out that 1t represented only the victory of narrow and selfish barons
over a narrow and selfish king. That may be, but the words and
phrascs they used have the prophetic ring of an inspued scripture
expressing the claims and aspirations of free men 1n all the centurtes to
come, and even to-day marking deep - 1d clear the line that divides
the free States of the world from the unfree. Through all the con-
fused struggles of the carly years we may see working below the surface
and strugghng to life the three great principles which lie at the root of
Englsh constitutional government. They are, as Macaulay defined
m,

Farst that the King could not legislate without the consent of his Parhament.
Secondly, he could 1mpose no tax without the consent of his Parliament
Thirdly, he was bound to conduct the executive adnumnustration according to
the laws of the land, and 1f he broke those laws, his advisers and his agents

were responsible.

The gradual development of public justice and the final supremacy
of the Common Law out of the clash of King’s court, manor courts,
and Church courts is 2 long and intricate subject to which research 1s
even now adding knowledge. The barons mught be harsh to therr
villeins and serfs, for whom they kept order and administered justice
in the manor courts, but 1 so far as they checked the encroachments
of the King they were an obstacle to absolutism. The King, on the
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other hand, m so far as he kept alive the 1dca of one public justice
presently to supersede both barons and Church, served the cause of
umty and liberty whether he mtended to do so or not.

The hiterature of the Enghsh movement les in the great documents
thrown up m these struggles, 1n the speeches of the Parliament men
during 1ts various phases, and m the pronouncements of the lawyers
as they developed and defended the common law and resisted the
encroachment of all theories borrowed from Roman law which
supported and encouraged absolutism. It was improvisation all the
way. No one sat down and thought out or wrote out a constitution ;
the next step was enough, but each step acquired the sancury of a
precedent and by piling up precedents, the English by degrees evolved
a system which they thought of as a whole and respected as something
traditional and binding. Respect for precedents is the Englishman’s
form of ancestor-worship, and it kept lum in touch with the
past as he moved mto the future. Americans alone have shared
with him this peculiar national quality, which they have taken on and
perpetuated with other English traditions.

3

William the Conqueror imposed unity and established order—
things which at that moment could only have been accomplshed by
a conquering new-comer. He brought with him an efficient, if
merciless, bureaucracy ; he drew the hine between civil and spiritual
jurisdiction ; and he left three powers, checking and balancing one
another, king, barons and Church. Though piously submissive on
all matters of faith and doctrine, the Church shared the layman’s
objections to Papal encroachments on the secular sphere. It would
probably have supported Henry II in his conflict with the Pope if he
had not committed the folly—even more than the wickedness—of
procuring the assassination of Thomas  Becket. Stephen Langton,
Archbishop of Canterbury and successor of Becket, came whole-
heartedly to the support of the Barons in their fight with John, though
Pope Innocent III backed the King throughout and declared Magna
Charta nul' and void.

Nor were the kings by any means all of a tyrannical disposition.
Edward I was a man of good sense who saw that periodic conferences
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with important people would help him to keep contact with hus
subjects and make it easier to collect taxes and assess them fairly. But
for this purpose 1t was important not only to summon the baronial
magnates but to mix with them knights of the shires and representa-
tives of boroughs—a piece of practical wisdom which saved the English
anstocracy from becoming the exclusive caste that 1t was 1 so many
foreign countries. The Liberal spirit, as it may fairly be called,
spread to all classes m the years followmg the black death and the
peasant rebellion. Savage as was the suppression of that uprising, the
emancipation of the peasant went steadily forward in the subsequent
years, and was hastened by the attitude of the King’s law courts, which
even strained the law in the interests of the humbler classes. It was
always a great part of the wisdom of the English to let the beaten
cause prevail. The cause of Parhament began to prevail after the
defeat and death of Simon de Montfort, that of the peasants after the
suppression of John Ball’s rebellion.

The story is told 1 all the text-books and only a brief outline is
needed here. In the early days there was no clear distinction between
the making of law and its mnterpietation and admumstration. Parla-
ment was a “ High Court ”” which heard petitions and passed them on
to the King and his council, and which, through its control of the
purse, was able to make the redress of grievances the condiion of
granting supply. It was only by degrees that it asserted its right to be
made a party to legislation and it had frequently to complain that the
statutes as framed by the judges and entered on the statute rolls were at
variance with its petitions and the King’s answers to them.2 As time
went on, the knights, citizens, and burgesses decided to sit together as
Commons in the Chapter House of the Abbot of Westmmster—
and, whether intentionally or not, by detaching the kmghts or small
landowners from the great, substandally reduced the power of the
higher nobility. From this time onward the consent of the Commons

1 Trevelyan, History of England, p. 242.

2 The statutory néﬁts of Parliament m this respect were laid down in 1322
(15 Edward II) : “ The matter to be established for the estate of the King and
of his heirs, and for the estate of the realm and of the people, should be treated,
accorded, established in Parhament by the King and by the assent of the Prelates,
Earls and Barons, and the Commonalty of the Realm according as had been
before accustomed.”
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as well as of the lords spiritual is regularly recorded, but it was not
until the reign of Henry VI, after severe struggles in which Speaker
de la Mare played a courageous part, that a regular system of legis-
laung by bill and statute was established.

In the mtervening years Parllament had engaged m struggles wich
the Crown, and generally with success, though with some vicissitudes.
In 1327 1t had compelled Edward II to yield the throne to his son
Edward IIl; 1n 1399 1t not only deposed Richard II, but named
Henry IV as Ius successor. What might have happened to English
insatutions 1f Henry V had lived, or his successor instead of losing his
French possessions had come triumphant out of the French war and
tried to lord 1t over England i the French way, is a thought on
which some histonians have lingered. But the amuable Henry VI,
admirable 1 all other relations and most exemplary as a pious founder,
was least of all men cut out for this part. Having looked on while the
blundering Beaufort lost the last English territory in France and the
unpopular Suffolk alienated the people at home, he found himself at
the mercy of factions which drove him from his throne and finally
cast lum into the Tower and there murdered hum. The returning
army found vent for 1ts actvities in the Wars of the Roses, which for
the time being held up all Parhamentary and constitunional develop-
ment and produced such confusion and anarchy that the country
welcomed the strong rule of the Tudor monarchs who followed.
Even then Parhament mamtamned its theory that it was the ultimate
king-maker, but after the accession of Henry VII it was m leading-
strings to monarchs, who summoned 1t or not at their discretion.
There were eight years m the reign of Henry VIII m which 1t did not
meet at all. If Elizabeth had any trouble with her Parliaments, it
was only to prevent them from being more loyal, patriotic, and
Elizabethan than she was herself. But then set m the new course of
events which was to revive the powers and importance of Parlament
and finally to make 1t 1mpregnable agamst the royal assaults.
Duning the next century the history of Parliament is largely that of
the religious movement.

4

From Anglo-Saxon times onwards the associanion of religion and

the State had nowhere been more mumate than 1 England. If ever
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the theory of the Holy Roman Empire was realized in practice 1t
was 1n Anglo-Saxon England, where bishops and clergy composed
the cluef part of the civil service and sat with the sheriffs 1 the courts
of the shures, which dealt mdifferently with the spiritual and the
secular, with sin and with cime!  William the Conqueror ordered
the bishops out of the secular courts, but left them to admunister the
canon law, which covered a large number of subjects which now come
under avil law  The Papacy remamed strongly entrenched in 1ts
own sphere, and when aided and abetted by a pious king like Henry III
was merciless in exploiting the English people for the benefit of Iralian
and other foreign nommees. On one occasion the Pope rewarded
the loyalty of the Romans by promising them the next 300 benefices
that should fall vacant m England. At the same time the Enghsh
clergy were pitilessly taxed to provide funds for the Pope mn his
campaigns agamst the Emperor Frederic II.  These exactions added
to the accumulation of property in the hands of the monasteries and
religious orders and the use made of 1t under rehigious guises to promote
the secular power and ambinion of the Church worked increasmgly
as time went on to produce the anti-clerical movement which first
found expression by Wychffe and afterwards came to 1ts chmax m
the Reformation. Lollardry was the counterpart in the religious
sphere of the defence of liberty and development of Parliamentarian~
ism in the secular sphere. Before Europe had stirred itself,
enlightened spirits in England were m smothered rebellion agamst the
pretensions of the Papacy and its reckless exploitation of supersation
for 1ts own advantage.

But the mass of the English people were still extremely orthodox
in matters of faith and doctrine and by no means in advance of their
time in the measures they were prepared to take for the supposed
defence of the faith. In the year 1400 the English Parliament accepted
the Statute de Haretico Comburendo (2 Henry IV, c. 15) which
enabled the diocesan alone, without co-operation of a synod, to
pronounce sentence of heresy and required the sheriff to execute it
by buming the offender without waring for the consent of the
Crown. The Dominicans (Domini Canes), whom Gregory IX

1 Trevelyan, op cit, p. 66.
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had entrusted with the task of hunting down heretics, were now let
loose and were soon at work persecuting and burning Lollards.

We now see 1ising to 1ts nemests i England, as elsewhere, the dis-
astrous 1dea, which had dogged the Chrustian Church from the days
of Constantine onwards, that 1t was the trustee of an absolute doctrine
—the *“ faith once delivered to the Samts "—wlhuch 1t had a duty to
imposc by fire and sword upon the heathen, by torture and burning
on the heretic. In England as elsewhere the enlistment of the State
mn defence of orthodoxy was a great calamuity. But when the time
came the Enghsh had many advantages in the movement for religious
freedom. Thanks partly to their geographical situation and partly
to the rivalries of the Continental Powers, none of which could afford
to see England conquered by one of their own number, they were free
to work out their Reformation m their own way. That way was
through Parhament, which Henry VIII had very astutely used as his
instrument, thereby giving it an access of strength and authonty with
which his Stuart successors had presently to reckon.

But the Reformanon itself, rased new questions which we see
fermenting all through the reign of Elizabeth, and coming acavely to
Iife under the Stuarts. The old certitudes upheld by the partership
of Church and State had gone ; where were the new to be found ?
In the former days Englishmen hadobjected to Papal aggression in ther
secular affairs, but the great majority had prously accepted the doctrine
as interpreted by Rome. Now the whole country had started on 2
voyage of discovery mn both the religious and the ctvil sphere.

Where, it was now asked, lay the seat of authority ? In the King ?
And if so, the King by drvine right, as “ the Lord’s Anointed,” or the
King authorized by Parliament and limited by law ? In Parhament ?
Or in the law understood as the whole body of statutc precedent and
custom, that 1s the * common law ” which represented the funded
expenience and wisdom of the English people 2 And 1f these questions
were answered 1n secular matters, paralle] questions arose about religion.
Was the ruling authority to be the Anglican Church accordmg to the
Elizabethan settlement, or the Bible, or the congregation, or Parlia-
ment in virtue of 1ts control over the Church as by law established ?
We see all these questions seething together in the subsequent years
not as philosophical theorems but as urgent practical questions
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affecting the government of the country and the daily hife of all 1ts

citizens, questions raising ultimately pomts of conflict which could
only be settled by the sword.

5

Before the middle of the seventeenth century England may well
have seemed to be the last refuge of the cause of hiberty and free insti-
tutions. In the greater part of Europe 1t had either been extinguished
by absolutism or fallen into exhaustion after the struggle of the Thirty
Years’ War. Except on English soil Parhamentarism had never
struck deep root 1n any of the larger countries, and m England it had
still to fight for 1ts hife against reactions, white and red—to give them
their modern labels—through a period mn which the follies of 1ts
friends were nearly as dangerous as the assaults of 1its opponents.
Whether it would hold its own against the supreme necessity of
keeping order, whether it would fall a victim to a Charles or a Crom-
well, was very much in doubt all through the seventeenth century.
The King had challenged what by long tradition the Englishman had
regarded as the guarantees of their liberties, and he had paid the
forfert, but it had still to be decided whether Parliament could put
wtself in hus place.

The first cluef setback was the failure of Parliament to establish
itself after the execution of the King. The eternal lesson which faces
all revolutionaries, that it is one thing to disestablish an old order and
quite another to establish a new, had sl to be learnt. The men now
i power were as selfish and hmited in their 1deas as the Cavalier
squires. They had no touch with the masses, whose hopes had
foundered 1n the failure of the Levellers ; they failed where they have
been expected to succeed, in doing the business of the country m a
business-like way. The Long Parliament in which they sat had proved
a quite efficient instrument in fighting the King, but 1t was all at sea
when 1t was charged with governing the country m time of peace.
This is not as surprising as 1t may seem. The main busmess of Par-
lLiament up to that time had not been to govern the country in the
administrative sense, but to protect it agamst the encroachments of
the Crown. The King could not levy taxes without the consent of
Parliament or legislate if he failed to carry Parliament with him.
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It had fallen to Parliament to see that in his conduct of the administra-
tton he kept within the law, and that he was made aware by petiions
or otherwise of the grievances of hus subjects. But mn all else the work
of government had remained m the hands of the King and his council,
and Parliament had had no experience in this highly complicated
busmess. The claborate technique evolved m the eighteenth and
nineteenth century to adjust its activities to those of the other organs
of government and to impart order and relevance to 1ts debates had
yet to be ; and though there were many factions, there was nothing
correspondmng to the orgamized party system of modern times. In
such circumstances any large assembly tended to become an unruly
mob.

According to modern Parliamentary standards Cromwell was
perfectly justified m telling the Long Parliament in 1653 that 1t was
“no Parliament,” if by Parliament 1s meant a representative assembly.
The first law of such an assembly is that it shall renew its mandate
from the electors at certain intervals, and 1n 1653 the Long Parliament
had passed through all 1ts stages a Bill providing for the retention of
their seats by the existing members without re-election, thus consti-
tuting 1tself a permanent and iuresponsible governing junta. The
“ horridest arbitrariness,” said Cromwell, * that ever was exercised
in the world,” to which the Parliament men replied that in forcibly
dissolving it Cromwell and his soldiers had exercised a simular arbitrari-
ness. The retort was jusufied in logic, but when two arbitrarinesses
are opposed to one another, that which has an army behind it 1s bound
to prevail. Whatever may be said about Cromwell’s method, the
Long Parliament deserved its fate.

It 1s impossible to enter here into detail about Cromwell’s subsequent
efforts to restore Parliamentary Government—his indirectly elected
Barebones Parliament ; his written constitution called The Instrument
of Government ; the 1654 Parliament elected under its provisions, but
dissolved after four months. It is possible that in the mood in which
Cromwell now was and with his Major-Generals panting for power,
the best Parhament could not have survived. But Cromwell again
had his excuse in the extreme mcompetence of these bodies. The
1654 Parliament, mstead of applying irself in what a modern would
call public business, debated nterminably about the fundamentals of
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the constitution and, when 1t tired of these, drew up lsts of heresies
or of mncontrovertible articles of faith, or put in hughly provocatve
claims, which 1t had no means of making good, to reduce the army
and control the Major-Generals. The steps by which Cromwell
dnfted or permitted humself to be driven mnto a tyrannical exercise of
arbitrary power may justly be censured, but Parliament as con-
stituted or organized in these years was certainly not a competent body
to govern a country seething with the unrest that follows war, and
its mcompetence was the opportunity of the reactionary. In this
respect a study of the years following the Civil War in England throws
an nteresting light on the post-war history of Europe 1n the twenteth
century. The transiion to Fascism from an mcompetent Parliament
or from a state of anarchy is fatally easy.

The English Parliament had sull to pass through a long period of
struggle and adversity before it had convinced the English people that
1t was competent to govern them. It was pracucally extingmshed
dunng the Restoration and owed its revival not a little to a sertes of
happy accidents m the eighteenth century.

6

During a large part of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries the
defence of Enghsh liberty was mn the hands of lawyers and judges
who stoutly maintained the Common Law against both the encroach-
ments of the Crown and the more msidious attacks on 1t by their
reactionary brethren, who would have imported into 1t the desponc
spit of Roman law. “The Kmng of England,” wrote Chief
Justice Fortcscue m the fifteenth century “ cannot alter nor change the
lawes of the Realme at his pleasure. For why, he governeth his
people by power not only royall but politique ™ (i.e. constitutional).
The theory that “ the Prince lus pleasure hath the force of a law ™ is
repugnant, says the same authonty, to the English Common Law, and
he goes on to contrast the misery of the French common people,
continually robbed and msulted by the King’s soldiers and servants,
to the “ Realme of England, where no man sojourneth m another
man’s house without the Jove and the leave of the good man of the
same house.” 1

1 Trevelyan, History of England
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Agamn 1n the seventeenth century the staunchest champion of the
Common Law was Sir Edward Coke, Chief Justice of the Common
Pleas, the famous author of the great legal commentary Coke upon
Littleton. Coke was a rough and conceited man with a rasping tongue,
who often put upon hus theme a greater load than it could carry. But
he held his head high when others abased themselves at the frown of
the sovereign. In a trial held before him in 1616 counsel dented the
validity of a grant made by the King to the Bishop of Lichficld of a
benefice in commendam whereupon the King (James I) used his
Attorney General, Bacon, to command the Chuef Justice to delay
judgment untl he himself could discuss the question wath the judges.
At Coke’s request Bacon repeated this mstruction to each of the judges,
and Coke then obtamned their jomnt signatutes to a 1eply declaring the
Attorney General’s mstruction to be 1llegal and that they were bound
to proceed with the case. The King then summoned them to hus
presence and expressed his extreme displeasure that lus prerogative
should be the subject of argument. On this all the judges fell on
their knees and asked pardon for the form of their letter, but Coke
continued to insist on the correctness of 1ts substance, and when asked
whether 1 future he would delay a case at the King’s order, he would
make no other reply than that he would do what became hum as a
judge.

! To Coke and the lawyers of his school the defence of liberty was the
defence of law. They were not Parliamentarians, or, except 1n this
one respect, Liberals. Coke, it has been said, would as readily have
defended law against the encroachments of Parliament as agamnst the
encroachments of the King. Law and not Parliament was the Ark
of his Covenant, and law again was much more than legislation. It
was organized reason, the epitome of the good sense and experience
of the English people, expressed in their Common Law, interpreted
by judges and lawyers, who were the guardians of hberty and the
watchdogs of the constitution against King, Parliament, or any other
power which might cncroach on it. Coke would heartily have
approved of the place assigned to the Supreme Court 1n the Amencan
Constitution. In his time and place he did great service to English
liberty, and not least in the veiled struggle that he carried on with the
more plant Bacon, who taught that, cthough judges should be lions,
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they should be “ hons under the throne ” an opmion heartly shared
by James L

There 1s no passage m any writng which breathes more of the spirie
of English law than the epilogue to Coke’s great commentary. It is
too httle known, and I give 1t here m full :

When I had finished this worke of the first part of the Institutes, and looked
backe and considered the multitude of the conclusions in law, the manifold
diversities between cases and pomnts of learning ; the varietie almost infinite
of authorities, antient, constant and moderne, and withall their amiable and
admurable consent i so many successions of ages; the many changes and
alterations of the common law, and additions to the same, even smce our author
wrote, by many acts of parliament, and that the hike worke of Insututes had
not been attempted by any of our profession whom I might imtate, I thought
1t safe for me to follow the grave and prudent example of our worthy author,
not to take upon me or presume that the reader should thinke that all chat I
have said herein to be law ; yet this I may safely affirme, that there 1s nothing
herem but may exther open some windowes of the law, or to move him to
doubt, and withall to inable him to inquire and learne of the sages, what the
law, together with the true reason thereof, 1n these cases 1s ; or lastly, upon
consideration had of our old bookes, lawes, and records, (which are full of
venerable dignitie and antiquitie) to finde out where any alteration hath beene,
upon what ground the law hath beene since changed ; knowing for certame,
that the law 15 unknowne to hum that knoweth not the reason thereof, and that
the knowne certaintie of the Jaw 1s the safetic of all. I had once intended, for
the ease of our student, to have made a Table to these Institutes ; but when I
considered that Tables and Abridgments are most profitable to them that make
them, I have left that worke to every studious reader. And for a farewell to
our junisprudent, I wish unto him the gladsome hght of junisprudence, the
lovelinesse of temperance, the stabilitie of fortitude. and the sohditie of
Justice

There was another side to this part of English history, which must not
be left out of the account. Law, reverenced, developed, and imnter-
preted in the manner in which the great Commentary bears witness,
mght be called *“ Common Law,” but it was more and more out of
touch with the common mind. A hundred years later the complaint
was universal that justice was denied to poor men by the complexity

1 Coke, Commentary upon Littleton, 11, p. 395, Epilogue.
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of the law and the cost of putting it 1n motion. “ Pleadings were *
technical, prolix, and conducted 1n a language not spoken or even
comprehended by any but lawyers, and the very writing of the
documents was in a hand disused by all but scriveners.” ! Law too,
after resisting the tyranny of kings, might impose a tyranny of s
own.

1 Godfrey Davies, The Early Stuarts, p 170.
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CHAPTER XXV

THE PORTRAIT OF AN ENGLISHMAN

1

‘ N 7 E may pause here to consider what manner of men the Enghsh

were m the sixteenth and early part of the seventeenth
centuries. The Wars of the Roses had gone far to destroy the great
nobility and led to a large mcrease in the number of small land-owners.
The dissolution of the monastertes and the redistribution of their lands
gave a further impetus to this movement, and by the beginning of the
seventeenth century England was largely peopled with squire-farmers,
subsequently to become Cromwell’s “ russet-coated captams,”
stubborn people planted on the land and determined that neither King
nor nobles should lord it over them. Before the end of the sixteenth
century the English were thought by foreigners to be the most war-
like race of Europe and the most redoubtable in battle. Benvenuto
Cellins calls them ** English savages ” and says that “ the great shins of
beef” with which they filled themselves “ nourssh the force and
ferocity of their mstincts.”  Europe stself was not mild m the penalties
1t inflicted on criminals, traitors, and heretics, but it saw something
peculiarly uncivilized in the way the Englsh treated one another.
Tame, the French historian of English literature, 1s horrified as he
looks back on it. “The axe ready for every suspicion of treason :
great men, bishops, a chancellor, princes, the king’s relatives, queens,
a protector, kneehng in the straw, sprinkled the Tower with their
blood ; one after another they marched past, stretched their necks ;
the Duke of Buckingham, Queen Anne Boleyn, Queen Catherme
Howard, the Earl of Surrey, Admiral Seymour, the Duke of Somerset,
Lady Jane Grey and her husband, the Duke of Northumberland,
Mary Stuart, the Earl of Essex, all on the throne or on the steps of the
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throne, m highest rank of honours, beauty, youth, and genius ; of
the bright procession nothing 1s left but senseless trunks, marred by the
tender mercies of the executioner.” 1 It was thus, when all has been
said about Parliamentary and constitutional developments, that the
great game of high poliics was played m England mn the sixteenth,
seventeenth, and up to the muddle of the eighteenth century. When
m the cells at Westminster 1n 1746 after the three Scottish lords had
been sentenced to be beheaded, old Balmermno advises his fellow-
sufferer, Kilmarnock, how to behave on the scaffold, we feel that he is
handmg on a tradition of centuries : * He showed him how he must
lay lus head ; bid hum not wince lest the stroke should cut his skull
or his shoulders, and advised him to bite hus lips.” 2 In considering
the factors which made the British Constitution we can never forget
the axe. Fear of it was still alive among eighteenth century minsters.

2

The defeat of the Spanish Armada established the position and
prestige of England as a sea-power, and in the subsequent years her
daring seamen—pionecers, buccaneers, mecrchant adventurers, or
whatever we may choose to call them—were claiming her share of
the places in the sun and of the booty coming from the newly dis-
covered countries. A new commercial and merchant class grew up
at home 1n pursuance of this foreign trade, making a sort of third
estate beside the great nobility and the small landowners. The whole
made an ntensely virile, patriotic, restless, self~conscious community
with much new wine 1n old bottles which were to burst before
the middle of the seventeenth century. But in the meantime all the
simmermg emotions of these years had found expression m the
greatest literature that ever came out of one country in one generation,
not even excepting the Periclean age in Greece.

That 15 outside the scope of this book, but it 1s worth glancing at the
French writer’s esumate of this literature, for he sees 1t reflecting the
English character at an angle which is not ours. Taine, while unstinted
1 his admiration of the Ehzabethan dramatists and poets, finds them
violent and disorderly to a degree which is a serious impediment to a

1 Tame, History of English Literature, 11, Ch. 2.
2 Horace Walpole to George Montagu, Aug. 5, 1746.
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Frenchman brought up in the classical tradition.!  They acknowledge
no rules, they have no moderation, they think heatedly and violently
on all subjects, they leap from point to pomt, they “have no idea of
progressive and umque action.” Torrents of splendid eloquence
pour from their hips on all subjects ; they pass without the smallest
sense of incongruity from farce to tragedy, from the coarse and brutal
to the lovely and sublime. But what a range these people have—
Shakespeare, the author of the Sonnets and King Lear, of Hamlet and
The Merry Wives of Windsor ; how profound 1s his psychology, how
almost childish his delight in buffoonery, horseplay, killing, and
violence ! Raised to the poimnt of supreme genius, Shakespeare is the
personification of the Englishman, with his queer combmation of
1dealism and brutality, his vehemence in action, his lawless and uncer-
tain thoughts. In Shakespeare we recover the armosphere of his
ume, the dangerous life of its kings and its tragic nobility, the ignor-
ance, coarseness, and good humour of the common folk, the mingling
of cupidity and generosity in all classes.

‘We may answer that 1 most of these respects European man appears
to have differed little, if at all, from English man, but the latter does
seem to have struck us foreign contemporaries as being peculiarly
lacking in what they called culture. They note his delight in bull-
baiting, bear-baiting, and cock-fighting, the lack of courtly manners
at the English court and m English lugh society, the more than ordinary
pleasure which, when on the pohtlcal and religious war-path, the
Englishman seemed to take in seeing heretics and witches burn and
trartors have their heads chopped off. He seeemed to gloat over thmgs
from which the educated European averted his gaze. Then, again,
what ferocious penalties the Enghshman needed to keep order 1n his
own country—every man confined to his own district ; every stranger
a criminal unless he can prove the contrary ; any man living idly or
loxtering for the space of three days liable to be branded with a hot iron
on his breast and adjudged a slave to the man who shall inform against
him ; thieves hung by the score on the same gibbet, as More records in
his Utopia ! This was * Merrie England,” and the fact that it could so
regard itself tells us something about its character which 1t 1s important

1 Tame, op. cit , Book II, Chs. 2 and 3.
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to bear 1 mind, but the foreign observer who considered it a back-
ward and semi-civilized country mn the sixteenth and early years of the
seventeenth century could make his case. The Puritan reaction which
followed appears to have done much to promote the sober, godly,
and nighteous Life among the Enghsh muddle class, but a high degree
of crimmnality with a savage penal code which failed to suppress 1t
remained an English characteristic until well on mto the nineteenth
century. If we may trust Hogarth and the cancatunsts Rowlandson
and Gullray, the Enghsh mob was coarse and drunken 1n the last half
of the eighteenth century ; and even in the mneteenth century fear of
1t was the chuef obstacle to the democratic movement for mncreasing

the franchuse.

3

Of all the writings of these two centuries the Utopia of Sir Thomas
More (crca 1514) strikes the twentieth~century reader as the most
modern. In this we see contemporary English society indicted for
most of the sins which have been thought peculiar to the modern
mdustrial or capitalist age. Though the illustrations are mamly
from an agncultural or pastoral hfe, the “sickness of an acquisiave
society ” has seldom been more vividly described. Looking at his
own time More breaks out angrily at the luxury of the rich and noble
and the sufferings of the poor He sees a “ conspiracy of the rich
procuring their own commodities under the name and utle of Com-
monwealth ” ; he sees landlords * polling and shaving tenants to the
quick ” by raising their rents, driving countrymen from the land to
mcrease the number of sheep or create game preserves, buyng the
“ young ones of great cattle ” very cheap abroad, and then when they
« have fattened them on their own pastures *selling them exceedingly
dear at home.” He sees poverty driving men to theft and theft
punished by the gallows, yet thieving everywhere “rife and rank”
and the law behaving like an evil schoolmaster who is readier to
beat than to teach his scholars.

He favours Communism mn the strict sense that “all men should
have and enjoy equal portions of riches and commodities.” Thus he
thought to be in accordance with Chrisnan doctrine, so that the
citizens of his Utopia, being (unlike the Communists of a later date)
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good Christians, were the more imnchned to practise it. He would
reduce the hours of labour to the mimmum and m all the activities of
the State seek the “ free liberty of the mind and the garnishing of the
same.

Most striking of all, More, though a good Catholic, 15 far in advance
of all hus contemporaries—indeed, of nearly all writers and thinkers up
to the eighteenth century—n his advocacy of religious tolerance.
His Utoprans disqualify those who do not believe in immortahey
from taking part 1n the admumstration of the State, but they do not
punish them, because they are persuaded that * it 1s in no man’s power
to believe what he list” and they blame no one for “ reasoning in
support of his own religion.” In their public services they practise
undenominationalism, for “no prayers are to be used but such as
every man may boldly pronounce without giving offence to any sect.”
They ““ have priests of exceeding holiness and therefore very few.”
Finally he is a pacifist who hates war and would strip militarism of 1ts
glamour. If war has to be, he would permut 1t to be carried on by
assassinating the leaders of the enemy.

This book, 1if 1t were published to-day, would be banned in half
Europe, yet at the begmmng of the sixteenth century, in its original
Latin edition 1t was published simultaneously in Louvain, Paris,
Basle, and Florence and ran through six editions m four years, having
a circulation equivalent to that of the most widely circulated popular
novel in modern times. The use of Latin as the lingua franca in
educated Europe—Latin as used by More, Erasmus, and Bacon—
gave works of this kind a vogue and influence that they have never
since had, and at the same time protected them from too close scrutiny
by authonty, which no doubt assumed that they would not fall into
the hands of the vulgar. Moreover, having placed his imagmary
Commonwealth “ Nowhere,” its author could say that he was not
proposing 1ts establishment anywhere. It is nevertheless a remarkable
fact that so daring a satire and audacious inversion of accepted ideas
was permitted to arculate freely in the early years of Henry VIII's reign.

Most of the great Elizabethan writers were political in the sense
that they were steeped in the atmosphere of their time, but none of
any mmportance were conscious propagandists. For a great poet who
was also a great political writer we have to wait till Milton appears,
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and then truly the apparition 1s tremendous. Through all the dan-
gerous years of the Civil War and the stll more dangerous period
afterwards he thundered in the grand style, mingling sublime eloquence
and passionate remonstrance with coarse and terrible mvective No
squearushness for him about beheading a king who had betrayed the
ancient liberties of the English people ; he would defend the regicides
agamst all comers and pour out his utmost wrath on those who assailed
them. Milton braved all consequences to go all lengths ; he would
not bow his head to King, bishops, or censor, or indeed even to Parlia-
ment, if it disappomted his hopes. Though all the causes for which
he had raised his voice had foundered and he himself was old and ill
and blind and 1n danger of the scaffold, he was undismayed :

Cyriack, this three years day these eyes, though clear,
To outward view, of blemush or of spot,

Bereft of light, their seeing have forgot ;

Nor to their idle orbs doth sight appear

Of sun, or moon, or star, throughout the year,

Or man, or woman Yet I argue not

Aganst Heaven’s hand or wall, nor bate a jot

Of heart or hope ; but still bear up and steer

Rught onward. What supports me, dost thou ask ?
The conscience, friend, to have lost them overplied
In liberty’s defence, my noble task,

Of which all Europe rings from side to side.

Ths thought mght lead me through the world’s vamn mask
Content though blind, had I no better guide.

Milton has little to tell us about forms of government. He was not
a democrat or even a Parliamentanan without quabfications. He was
for a “free commonwealth,” but tempered by the thought that
“ nature appoints that wise men should govern fools.” His great
contribution was m defence of liberty and especally the liberty of
speech and writing, the “ free encounter of truth and error,” as set
out in the splendid argument of the Areopagitica. That after three
hundred years is sull one of the great classics of the subject, and we
may read into it even more than 1s written m it. In 1644 there were
severe himits to what the most advanced libertarian thought open to
discussion. Muton himself thought Roman Catholics and (of
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course) atheists to be outside the pale withn which the * free
encounter ” was permitted. In certan ways Sir Thomas More,
his Utopia published more than a hundred years earlter, got to a more
advanced point of religious and philosophical tolerance than any
seventeenth-century writer.

Smaller men fought with the same obstinacy and courage 1n the
same cause. The fussy and cranky lttle Puritan, Willam Prynne,
who could never agree with anybody, submitted to stand in the
pillory and have lus ears cropped not once but a second time rather
than withdraw a word of what he had written 1n his fanatcal pam-
phlets. He too played hus part in the * free encounter ” and 1s nghtly
included in the roll of honour which records the names of thdse
who fought for British liberty. It was even more what these men did
than what they wrote or said which was to dwell in memory and bring
their example again to active life and influence after the reaction which
for a ime was to submerge their doctrime.

4

The extent to which England was sull 1n these days a country of
small farmers and owners may be judged from Harrington’s Ocearia,
the picture of an ideal Commonwealth, obviously intended to be England.
Its themes are “ ownership for all” through the break-up of large
estates—the largest were not to yield a revenue of more than /3000
—and the distribution of executive power through rotation by ballot
5o that the same men should not hold office too long. Thus a third
part of the executive body or senate was to be voted out every year
and to be mehgible for re-clection for three years. Government
would thus have behind it the men with a stake i the country and
yet be protected from the tyranny of one group or class of men. He
drew his ideas both from Aristotle and from Machiavelli, and agreed
with both that a certain art and craft was necessary to prevent the
poor from becoming dangerous and the nobility from extinguishing
liberty. His book is long and boring,! but in tracing the Civil War

1 Oceana 15 one of the books which are worth mmmg for the occastonal
nuggets of ore to be found in 1t.  Thus :

“ The wisdom of the few may be the light of mankind, buc the interest of the
few 15 not the profit of mankind nor of a Commonwealth.”
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to social and economic causes and not to the conflict of abstract
nghts and wrongs, he was 2 pioneer i the modern way of wnung
history. He believed in a republic as the form of government which
best corresponded to the distribution of property which he recom-
mended. It was in keeping with the irony which attended political
writing in these tumes that his bock was published (1656) when events
were tending rapidly to the restoration of monarchy.

We are now at the beginning of this reaction, and this needs
separate study.

“ You will be told that where the laws be few, they leave much to arbitrary
power, but where they be many, they leave more : the laws n this case, accord-
mg to Justinian and the best lawyers, bemng as hugious as the suitors.”

(Elizabeth) “ converted her reign through the perpetual love-tricks that
passed between her and her people 1nto a kind of romanze
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CHAPTER XXVI

THE GREAT LEVIATHAN

I

IT 1s a singular fact that the English Civil War—which Englishmen

look back upon as one of the great landmarks in their struggle for
freedom—produced the most powerful defence of tyranny that had
yet appeared 1 the modern world. This was Hobbes’s Leviathan,
published 1n 1651, the year of the battle of Worcester, a work of which
the mfluence 1s by no means yet exhausted.

Of all those who were seeking to discover the seat of authority,
Hobbes alone dared to say out loud that it resided 1 itself. Power was
power and so long as 1t was superior power, it was beyond question
or challenge. Let another power arise which could assert itself as
superior power, and that too became beyond question or challenge.
Away mto space went all the arguments about the divine right of
kings to rule, or the right of subjects to rebel, about the respective
authorities of Church, Bible, or congregation. Might was right and
right was might, and this in the end was all there was to say about it.
A large part of the world had always in their hearts held ‘this belief,
and a few, like Glaucon in Plato’s Republic, had tried to convert 1t into
a philosophy, or, like Machiavelli, taken it for granted, but the great
majority had hastily averted their eyes when for a moment they caught
a glimpse of it.

Now came this man, grimly, dourly, methodically reducing it to a
system, bringing to it the severe puritanical spirit characteristic of
rationalism from that ame to this. He begins by laying an axe at
the root of the commonly accepted beliefs that men as such have
rights, duties, or obhigations which would be binding on them if they
were not compelled to observe them. He speaks of *“ laws,” butin a
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sense peculiar to himself which is hughly confusing unless we grasp it at
the outset. There is a “state of nature” and there are ““laws of
nature.” The “state of nature 1s 2 war of everybody agamst every-
body else, giving nse to continual fear and danger of violent death.”
The “laws of nature ” are “ precepts or general rules found out by
reason by which man is forbidden to do that which 1s destructive of
his life or taketh away the means of preserving the same.” But by a
singular paradox these ““ laws of nature,” of which the chief 1s “ do
not to another that which thou wouldest not have done to thyself,”
only become operative when man has got himself out of the state of
nature. Thus he can only do by agreeing with his fcllows to submut to the
authority of a ruler with power to enforce his rule, i.e by concluding a
social contract first with hus fellow-men and then between them and
the ruler, whereby, through the institution of 2 sovereign government,
the state of nature passes mto a avil soctety. Unul that pomt 1s
reached, there 1s no nght and wiong, justice or mjustice, and the only
nghts which men have is that of defending themselves against other
men in the state of war, wlich 1s the state of nature. Hobbes is
aware that the use of the word “law ” 1n thus argument is highly
ambiguous, for he tells us himself that it is “improper.” Strictdy
speaking, he says, his “ laws of nature ” which “ men use to call by
the name of laws but improperly,” are “ but conclusions or theorems
concerning what conduceth to the conversation and defence of them-
selves, whereas law properly is the word of him that by nght hath
command over others.” Untl there is such a person and he has
recewved his authority in the manner indicated there is no such thing
as law.

In an elaborate theological argument in which we may suspect a
Voltairean undertone, if the anachronism may be permitted, Hobbes
claims that his doctrine is in conformity with that which 15 “ delivered
in the word of God.” But since on his own theory the acceptance of
the “ word of God " becomes binding only on the fiat of the human
sovereign, this may be taken rather as a concession to the orthodoxy
of his ume than as a breach with hus philosophic system. Hobbes’s
“ personal attitude to posttive religion,” says his latest commentator,
“ was at all times the same : religion must serve the State and is to be
esteemed or despised according to the services or disservices rendered
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to the State.”! Always and everywhere the State depends on 1ts
capacity to keep itself mn power, and there is no other test of the
nightness or wrongness of 1ts actions.

Thus, according to the theory, results mevitably from the nature of
man. Man 1s governed by his appetites and desires and by hus hates
and aversions. The objects of hus appetite or desire he calls good and
the object of his hate and aversion he calls evil. He alone, 1n the state
of nature, 1s the measure of both. For the words “good” and
“evil” are “ ever used with relation to the person that useth them ;
there being nothing simply and absolutely so ; nor any common rule
of good and evil to be taken from the nature of the objects them-
selves.” 2 Since men are by nature practically equal m bodily and
physical qualities, every man 1n the state of nature 1s 1 a positton to
threaten every other man, when lis appetites or desires, hates and
aversions conflict with those of other men. Finding this to be an
intolerable situation, these violent beings have a sudden access of reason
in which they conclude that mutual forbearance 1s better than mutual
extermination. How they reached a conclusion which had escaped
all other animals living 1n the state of nature Hobbes nowhere explains.
Apparently there came a2 moment when they suddenly perceived the
need of 2 “ common power ” to “ defend them from the mvasion of
foreigners and the mnjuries of one another, and thereby to secure them
m such sort, as that by their own industry, and by the fruits of the
carth they might noursh themselves and live contentedly ”—rather
advanced thoughts, one would have supposed, for the kind of animals
which Hobbes describes men as having been 1n the state of nature.

However, having somehow reached this conclusion, they decided to

conferre all their power and strength upon one Man, or upon one Assembly of
men, that may reduce all their Wills, by plurality of voices, unto one Will ;
which 15 as much as to say, to appomt one Man, or Assembly of men, to beare
their Person ; and every one to owne, and acknowledge himself to be the
Author of whatsoever he that so beareth their Person, shall Act, or cause to
be Acted, 1 those things which concerne the Common Peace and Safetie ;
and theremn to subnut their Wills, every one to his Will, and their Judgments,
to his Judgment  Thus is more than Consent, or Concord ; 1t 1s a reall Unitie

L Leo Strauss, Hobbes’s Political Philosoply.
2 Leviathan, Chap. VI.
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of them all, 1n one and the same Person, made by Covenant of every man with
every man, m such manner, as if every man should say to every man, I Authorise
and give up my Right of Governing my self, to this Man, or to this Assembly of Men,
ot this conditson, that thou gve up thy Rught to him, and Authorise all lus Actions in
like manner. This done, the Multitude so united 1 one Person, 1s called a
COMMON-WEALTH, mn laun CIVITAS This 15 the generation of that
great LEVIATHAN, or rather (to speake more reverently) of that Immortall
God, our peace and defence. For by this Authoritie, given him by every
particular man m the Common-Wealth, he hath the use of so much Power
and Strength conferred on him, that by terror thereof; he 15 inabled to forme
the wills of them all, to Peace at home, and mutuall ayd against their enemies
abroad  And m lum consisteth the Essence of the Common-wealth ; which
(to define 1t) 1s One Person, of whose Acts a great Multstude, by Mutuall Covenants
one with another, have made themselves every one the Author, to the end that he
may use the strength and means of them all, as he shall think expedient, for their
Peace and Common Defence.

And he that carryeth this Person, is called SOVERAIGNE, and said to
have Soveraigne Power , and every one besides, his SUBJECT 1

Farmiliar as this passage is, it needs to be quoted mn full, for its”
phraseology has been the subject of a debate which stll continues.
I think 1t may be said with truth that no passage of 400 words i any
book from that time to this has had a greater or more far-reaching
influence than this one. German Nazism 1s its modern counterpart.

2

But we are by no means at the end of the argument. It will be
seen that the passage quoted above leaves it mn doubt whether the
“ great Leviathan ” is to be * one man or Assembly of men.” In
the year 1651, when Parliament was sull in full being, this was a
prudent ambiguity. There is little doubt that Hobbes himsell was
1n favour of monarchy and absolute monarchy. But he left the door
open. His theory did no more than favour dictatorships, which
mught be the dictatorship of an assembly (proletariat) or of a monarch,
and 1f a monarch, of 2 monarch by acquisiion, i.e. conquest, or by
institution, i.e. the choice of his subjects. In no case but one to be
mentioned presently, has the subject any rights, for he 1s mvolved in

1 Leviathan, Chap. XVIIL
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an mescapable vicious circle.  Until he has made his contract with the
sovereign power, whichever it may be, he is only an individual with
no power to speak for anyone but humself, and when he has made 1t
he has given away all hus rights and has no longer any power to make
any conditions. His consent may be openly expressed or it may be
“tactt,” i e 1t 1s to be assumed 1f he has kept silence or failed to resist,
or if his resistance has been overborne :

That he which 1s made Soveraigne maketh no Covenant with his subjects
beforehand, 1s manifest ; because erther he must make 1t with the whole
mulutude, as one party to the Covenant ; or he must make a severall Covenant
with every man  With the whole, as one party, 1t 1s impossible ; because as
yet they are not one Person ; and if he make so many severall Covenants as
there be men, those Covenants after he has the Soverainty are voyd, because
what act soever can be pretended by any one of them for breach thereof, 15
the act both of himselfe, and of all the rest, because done i the Person, and
by the Rught of every one of them 1n particular

Thus the power of bargamning wath the sovereign power, insistng that
he or 1t shall abide by law or constitution, 1s precluded by the nature of
the case. The subject cannot do it as an individual ; he has forfeited
the night to do it when he has become a member of a State.

In this way the identification of the individual with the sovereign
is complete. The sovereign and subject are one. By submutting to
the sovereign 1n the supposed social contract the subject has made the
sovereign his spokesman and given a tacit consent to everything a
sovereign may do :

Every particular man 1s Author of all the Soveraigne doth; and conse-
quently he that complaineth of mjury from hus Soveraigne, complaineth of
that whereof he himselfe is Author ; and therefore ought not to accuse any
man but himselfe ; no nor himself of injury, because to do injury to oneselfe
is impossible. It is true that they that have Soveraigne power, may commit
Imquty ; but not Injustice, or Injury 1n the proper signification.

Consequently to that which was sayd last, no man that hath Soveraigne
power can justly be put to death, or otherwise mn any manner by his Subjects
punished. For seeing every Subject 13 Author of the actions of his Sover-
aigne ; he pumsheth another, for the actions commutted by himselfe 2

1 Leviathan, Chap. XVIIL 2 Thid.
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So there would seem to be no escape when 2 man or assembly of men
have once made themselves sovereign. They may go on for ever
commutting the miquittes which are * not injustice or mnjury in the
proper significance ” and no one can say them nay.

But at this pomt comes mn Hobbes’s great reservation. There is
one natural right of which a man cannot divest humself when he makes
the supposed contract with the sovereign power. This is the right
to defend himself when threatened with violent death. In that respect,
if no other, the contract is mutual. He waives his right of defending
himself by his own violence on condition that the sovereign affords
him protection. If the sovereign fails, he resumes his right to protect
himself 1n his own way, and to seek another sovereign.

Thus qualified, the theory would have permitted submission
(1) to Charles I so long as he was on the throne ; (2) to Parliament
when 1t had deposed and executed Charles; (3) to Cromwell
when he was Lord Protector ; and (4) to Charles II after the Restora-
tion Indeed, Clarendon has left on record that Hobbes used to boast
that by tlis argument he had persuaded many to submit to the
“ ysurper ” Cromwell. The possibility of a benevolent tyranny is
not excluded under this theory, but no legitimate way is provided of
getang rid of a bad or wicked one, so long as it is strong enough to
suppress rebellion. Power and legitimacy are one and the same thing ;
if power fails, rebellion 1s jusufied. You may kick a sovereign, but
only when he is down.

3

Hobbes’s theory depends on his judgment of human nature. It is
important, therefore, to be clear what exactly this judgment is.
Man as produced by nature is, m his view, without morals. FHis
state 1s not so much beyond good and evil as antecedent to it. But he
has emotions and passions, and the chief of them is fear, the fear
especally of violent death. The way to govern him is to play on this
fear ; to make him accept some hugher power for the sake of security,
and then compel him to walk 1n fear of this authority. Unless he is
under this disciplne, the Iife of man would be “ solitary, poore, nasty,
brutish, and short.” A man has no worth in himself. His value is
“ 35 of all other things, hus price,” that is, what others will give for the
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usc of lus power It 1s the buyer and not the seller who detcrmines
the price, whence 1t follows that a man’s true value 1s no more than it
is esteemed by others  For this reason everything is honourable which
1s an ““ argument and signe of power.” To be * honoured, loved or
feared 1s honourable as arguments of power” ; good fortune and
riches are honourable “for they are power” ; 1ll fortune, losses,
poverty dishonourable since they dimumish power. The virtues are
measured in the same way. “ Magnanimuty, liberality, hope, courage,
confidence " are honourable, for they proceed from the consciousness
of power. Pusillammuty, parsimony, fear, diffidence, or, 2 modern
mught say, an inferionty complex, are dishonourable, as implying lack
of power For the same reason to be conspicuous 1s honourable and
obscure dishonourable ; to be descended from conspicuous parents 1s
honourable, to spring from obscure ones dishonourable, since the one
helps you to get on 1 the world (to “ obtain the aydes and friends of
your ancestors ) and the other keeps you back. If you covet, you
should covet big things, not small. “ Covetousness of great riches
and ambition of great honours as signes of power to obtamn them are
honourable. Covetousness and ambition of little gamnes or prefer-
ments 1s dishonourable.” Titles such as duke, count, marqus, and
baron are honourable as sigmfying the value set upon them by the
holders of sovereign power.

The ““ general inchnation of all mankind ” is ““ a perpetual and rest-
less desire of power after power which ceaseth only 1n death.” Those
who have only moderate power are bound to go on, for fear of losing
what they have, unless they acquire more. Kings must go on from
conquest to conquest, unless they are diverted by love of ease and
sensual pleasure, or by bemng flattered for excellence i some art or
other ability of the mind. In subjects love of ease combined with fear
of death and wounds disposes to obedience. Vamnglorious men are
mclned to be rash in engaging, but reure on the approach of danger,
since they “ will rather hazard their honour, which may be salved with
an excuse, than their lives, for which no salve 1s sufficient.”

Men secretly hate those who do them greater benefits than they
can requite. They are hke desperate debtors who on seemg
therr creditors tacitly wish them where they may never see
them more. Those who oblige us must be so superior to us that the
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sense of obligation 1s not felt as a “ new depression.”  Religion 1s the
opiate of subjects. It may be presented by rulers either according to
their own invention or by God’s commandment and direction, but
*“ both sorts have done 1t with a purpose to make those men that rely
on them the more apt to obedience, laws, chanty, and civil society.”
Men are by nature false and faithless. * Nothing 1s more easily broken
than 2 man’s word.” * Before the names of Just and Unjust can have
place, there must be some coercive Power to compel men equally n
their covenants by the terror of some punishment greater than the
benefit they expect by the breach of this Covenant.” Love of power
and fear of death are the two ruling motves of human kind ; the
first can only be controlled by the second, and those who have power
must mstil fear.

4

Since Hobbes's theory rests on hisidea of the nature of man, 1t can only
be challenged on the same ground. If man is the dangerous animal
that Hobbes believes him to be—if, left to humself, he has nothing but
self-regarding mstncts and will vent them without mercy upon his
fellow human ammals—then he must be governed as the hon is by his
tamer, subject to the right (which the lion occasionally exercises) of
killing his tamer. It 1s the busmess of the tamer to be on guard
against that, but this is hus own affair and 1t is not limited by any
contract which he has made with the animal, whose consent to the
process of beng tamed and ruled 1s to be taken for granted, in so far
and so long as he 1s unable to resist it.

Even on its own assumptions the theory bristles with difficulties.
How comes 1t that in this human-animal world there are individuals
endowed with the capaaity of taming and ruling their fellow-anmals ?
A fant analogy may be found in the pack-leaders recognized by
wolves and other gregarious ammals, but this carries us a very little
way. Ammal society has not evolved in the human way. It has
not subdued nature to its needs, made laws, founded aumes, built
cathedrals, produced art, hterature, and philosophy. If certain of the
breed of man are capable of doing these things, why should it be
assumed that all the others are without the capacity or at least the
potentiality ? The theory really requires the supposition that there
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are two kinds of human beings, superior and mnfertor, the one made to
rule and the other to be ruled, but how the superior came mto exist-
ence, how the mnferior were led to make a contract with them, at
what pomnt the supertor curbed their own destructive appetites and
decided to take up the tiresome, difficult, and dangerous business of
keepmg order among the mferior and saving them from mutual
destruction remains an impenetrable mystery.

Theology too has a doctrine of original sin, differing httle in sub-
stance from the doctrine of Hobbes, but on 1t theology bwlt an
elaborate structure of belief, professing to show how either by his own
efforts or the vicarious sacnifice of a Redeemer the humblest could
obtamn salvation. Hobbes, on the contrary, leaves the great mass of
mankind no prospect of ascent from the lower to the higher level.
By submussion to tyranny they are saved from mutual destruction ;
if the tyrant presses them too hard they may kill him and appont
another, but the gulf between ruler and ruled remains unbridged, and
so long as the ruler is on his throne he exacts complete obedience from
Ius subjects 1 virtue of the supposed fact that, if left to their own
devices, they will relapse into mutual destruction.

b)

Man may, as is often said, live in a state of perplexing doubt whether
he was mntended to be beast or angel, but all theories which suppose
him to be either wholly the one or wholly the other fly in the face of
fact and history. By judicious selections from lus record he may be
presented as a self~sacrificing hero or as a self-regarding monster, and
the business of governing him would be immensely simplified if
either version were the whole truth. In the one case the city of God
would be established by universal consent ; in the other unquestioning
obedience to a superior power would be a recognized necessity.
Again, if man were the craven creature whose dominant motive is
fear of death that Hobbes supposes, he would not risk his Iife on crime
or war, and the mimmum of police would suffice to keep him m
order. But all history testifies that he 1s as reckless in giving his own
life for causes that have touched lus heart as in taking the hves of
others for the satisfaction of his ambitions and appetites. He goes on
dangerous crusades for the sake of hus soul ; he dies cheerfully for his
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country ; he 1s faithful to the death 1n the service of impostors and
poltroons ; he risks his hfe to save life, even to win a prize, to break
arecord. And when he kills it is not generally from any passion for
destruction, but m the belief that he is domng us duty or acting under
necessity. Man’s judgment of himself tends, as Disrael: said, to be on
the side of the angels, and among the great figures that history presents to
us, there are very few who have not something of the sublime 1n them.
There are moments when philosophers and moralists seem suddenly
to despair of human nature and unite m telling us that it is a lost cause ;
there are other moments when they rush to the opposite extreme and
hail some false dawn as the beginning of a2 moral mullennium, but, if
we judge from actual experience, the problem of government remains
always the same, and it is that of finding a mixed polity which will
correspond to the mixed nature of man—hold the bad in restraint and
give the good the opportunity of expanding.



CHAPTER XXVII

FROM HOBBES TO LOCKE

I

FROM one point of view Hobbes broke new ground. He might

take a low view of the animal called man, but it was mn this animal
that he discovered the source of power. His sovereign is not sovereign
by s own appomntment or by divine right ; hus authonty is “ given
him by every particular man m the Commonwealth,” and by this
authonty “ he hath the use of so much power and strength conferred
on him that by terror thereof, he is enabled to form the wills of them
all.”  Here was something which was to be of use to all parties and to
lead to the revival of democratic theory after nearly 2000 years.
Whatever else he may have done, Hobbes had proclaimed that not
kings and governments but the people as conceived in contractual
relations with their rulers are the sources of power. The develop-
ment of this 1dea in ways unsuspected by Hobbes was from this time
forward to be the special contribution of the English both to political
philosophy and to the art of government.

The extreme adaptability of Hobbes’s theory 1s seen at once in its
handling by Spinoza, who accepts all that part of it which deals with
the supposed state of nature, but makes it the foundation not of ab-
solutism but of democracy. He supposes men in the state of nature to
transfer their interests not to an absolute monarch, as Hobbes evidently
intended, but to themselves conceived as a societas which in the last
resort will have superior power, but which will govern by means that
need not necessanily be tyrannical. Since Spmoza admits, what
Hobbes denies, that even m the state of nature men have sociable and
sympathetic as well as fierce and hostile characteristics, this is a tenable
position. English theorsts, in the meantime, were, as usual, adjusting
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themselves to Enghsh pohtics. Apparently no party could afford to
profess the unadulterated Hobbesian doctrine, and least of all the
monarchists, who were much more concerned to show that the hered-
1tary monarch was king by divine night than that he was jusufied
by natural law 1 exercising absolute power over his subjects. The
former doctrine was wmvested m an aura of rchglous and romantic
sentiment ; the latter was hard and unlovely. It was possible to
profess loyaliy and devotion to a sovereign who held his commussion
from God, but very difficult to entertamn any such feeling towards a
tyrant who held you down so long as you were unable to resist him.
Clarendon expressed the senttment of Restoration Royalists when mn a
“Bref View and Survey” he exposed the “dangerous and per-
nictous errors to Church and State in Mr. Hobbes’s book entitled
Leviathan.”
2

Orgies of servility followed the Restoration. The Rye House
Plot threw the Unversity of Oxford mto a paroxysm of loyalty.
On the day of the execution of Lord Russell (July 1, 1683) Con-
vocation passed a solemn decree which 1t presented to the King,
*“ agamnst certain pernicious books and damnable doctrines, destruc-
awve to the sacred Persons of Princes, their State and Government and
of all human society.” In this they formally condemned certam
modern authors including “ Buchanan, Bellarmine, Milton, Dolman,
Hobbes, Goodwin, Owen, Baxter, Jenkins, Goodman, Julian, Protes-
tant Reconciler,” and singled out twenty-seven propositions for special
reprobation. The first four of these are :

1. All avil authonity 1s derived origmally from the people.

2 There 15 2 mutual compact, tacit or express, between a prince and his
subjects and that 1f he perform not hus duty, they are discharged from fhews.

3. That 1f lawful governors become tyrants, or govern otherwise than by
the laws, of God and man they ought to do, they forfeit the right they had
unto therr Government

4. The sovereignty of England is 1 the three estates, Kings, Lords and
Commons. The King hath but a co-ordinate power and may be over-ruled
by the other two.

A day or two later the condemned books and proposttions were burnt
in the public court of the Schools m the presence of “ scholars of all
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degrees and qualities,” who watched the fire and “ gave severall
hums whalst they were burning.” 1

The condemned propositions are worth recalling, for they show us
the form in which the social contract theory was held by the oppo-
nents of absolutism at this period and enable us to measure the depth
of the reaction against it in courtly circles. In these circles Patriarcha, a
work by Sir Robert Filmer published after his death 1n 1680, became
the accepted creed in the last years before the crash of 1688. ‘This
pushed the doctrme of divine nght to its extremest hmits. The
king, according to Filmer, could literally do no wrong. He was not
bound by the acts of hus predecessors nor even by hus own, for “ impos-
sible 1t is mn nature that a man should give a law unto himself. The
King alone 1s the maker of laws which proceed purely from his wall.”
Regis voluntas suprema lex. If the Stuarts had had their way, the entire
history of England from the days of King John would have counted
for nothing from this ttme onwards.

3

Englishmen being what they are; kings and courtiers who held this
doctrine were preparing their own doom, and the * glorious Revolu-
tion ™ of 1688 was the rather tame result of their flight from the scene
of their folly. But the new revolutionaries, like their predecessors,
required a literature and a philosophy to justify what they had done,
and they were supremely fortunate in finding a spokesman in John
Locke. Locke was quick on the mark. He had taken refuge in
Holland in the last days of James II, but returned in the ship that
brought Princess Mary to England m February 1689, and was ready
with his Treatises on Civil Government within five months after James
had fled. In these he shows how “ the throne of our great Restorer,
the present King William ” may be established, and “ his aitle made
good in the consent of the people ” While he accepts the doctrine
of Hobbes that the people are the ultdmate source of power, he rejects
all the deductions whereby Hobbes twisted that doctrine mnto a justifi-
cation of successful tyranny. The people, in his view, constitute
government trustees on their behalf and put it under an obligation to

1 Somers Tracts, VIII, p. 420.
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seek the public good and to defend their rights and Liberties which are
part of the law of nature. Since the government or legislative acts
only in a fiduciary capacity, there remains, according to Locke,
supreme power in the hands of the people to remove or alter 1t when
they find it acting contrary to its trust. In such a case an Act of Parlia-
ment suffices to alter the succession.

Whether Locke believed in a social contract or only in 2 social trust
between rulers and subjects has been much debated, but the question 1s
of no great importance. The practical point was whether the con-
tract or trust, whichever it was, could peacefully and lawfully be
revised to meet changing circumstances. Hobbes left the door open
to the one possibility that the sovereign might be unable to maintain
himself 1n power, in which case his violent deposition or supersession
would follow as a matter of course ; Filmer and the divine-right
royalsts closed all doors by making rebellion against the Lord’s
Anomted sin and treason which no circumstances could jusufy ;
Locke opened the door to peaceful change by putting government and
monarchy on a legal basis which it was lawful to amend or modify.

4

But in two respects Locke breaks new ground : (1) He regards a
right to property as prior to the State, and therefore one of the nghts
which the State is bound to protect ; and (2) he is in favour of the
toleration of all religious beliefs which are “ not mconsistent wath crvil
society.” He draws the line only at atheists, “ since social obligations
can have no hold over them. The taking away of God dissolves all.”

The appeal to God or to the authority of Scripture is common to
Hobbes, Filmer, Locke, and all the political writers of this time.
Some of them are under suspicion of holding extremely unorthodox
views about religious truth, but they are as free with the religious
argument as the most devout. For them it marks the boundary at
which the chase after the human origins of society or social obhigations
comes to an end. By stopping here and consigning the rest to God
they are absolved from entering the mystical and metaphysical region
explored by Plato and the Greeks. In Locke’s chapter on property,}

1 Civil Government, Book III, Ch. s.
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the appeal to God 15 on'every page. “It 1s very clear that God,
as King David says (psal. CXV. 16), has given the earth to the children
of men”; given it to *“ mankind in common.” But God who gave
them the earth in common “ hath also given men reason to make use
of 1t to the best advantage of hife and convenience,” and the exercise of
this reason leads to the conclusion that God meant the individual to
possess as his own as much as he “ ulls, plants, improves, cultivates, and
can use the product of.” God

when He gave the world ;n common to all mankind, commanded man also
to labour  God and His reason commanded to subdue the earth, i.e. improve
1t for the benefit of life, and theremn lay out something upon 1t that was his
own, his Iabour. He that in obedience to this command of God subdued,
tilled and sowed any part of 1t, thereby annexed to 1t something that was hus
property, which another had no title to, nor could without injury take from
him.

5

In these and many similar passages we see God and reason constantly
identified and leading to the rather perlous conclusion that what the
writer thought reasonable, in virtue of the exercise of his God-given
capacity, was also the will of God. The same argument was capable
of smngularly different conclusions ; we may see it used by the physio-
crats and Henry George in later days to support the exactly opposite
inference from that which Locke drew, viz. that private property mn
land was ilegitimate and contrary to the will of God, Who “ gave
the world in common to all mankind.” But merely by raising the
question of property Locke gives his argument a range and scope
which was prophetic of things to come. He sees that the question in
debate 1s not merely or even perhaps chiefly whether King or people
have the nght to govern ; 1t is also whether within the government
of ecither there is an acceptable understanding of the conditons on
which men work and are secured the fruits of their labour. It is, I
think, not at all fanaiful to read into Locke’s chapters some presenti-
ment of the economic theores and controversies which were to
qualify and even at times to swamp the constitutional part of the
argument 1 the coming centuries.

Locke perceives that his doctrine of property, if unquahfied, muight
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leave the property-less or landless man in the position of an outlaw.
He therefore adds an important quahfication : “ By property I must
be understood to mean that property which men have mn their persons
as well as goods.” This, in the end, becomes the foundation of the
rights which all men, whether they possess property or not, enjoy m
a avil society. No man, he tells us, can alienate the rights wluch he
possesses 1n his own person except by placing himself 1n a state of war
or aggression agamst the society in which he ives.  Then he becomes
a cniminal and 1s hable to the measures which society takes to protect
itself The reader of the Treatises needs constantly to be reminded
of this qualification, for too often Locke himself seems to speak as 1f
he regarded the guardianship of property as the first object of avil
government. Thus:

The reason why men enter into soctety 1s the preservation of therr property ;
and the end why they choose and authorise a legislative 1s that there may be
laws made and rules set as guards and fences to the properties of all members of
the society.

In order to bring this passage into conformity with Locke’s general
doctrine we have to read into 1t the aforesaid remunder that the right
to property in a man’s own person is an essential part of all property.
Yet somehow we feel this to be an afterthought which 1s rather
awkwardly tacked on to the original idea. Evidently mn Locke’s
mind, the yeoman farmers, the little men of property, the plain
*“ russet-coated captains ” who gave such a good account of themselves
when “ left to the common refuge which God hath provided for all
men,” were the main components of an Englsh civil society. But
what of the landless man ? It is almost as if we saw someone plucking
at hus sleeve to remund hum that his oniginal formula left all these with~
out rights, and then after much cogitation the ingenious idea occurring
to him of a man’s possessing property in his own person, and thus
the necessity being avoided of reconsidering the whole situation and
rewnung these chapters.

6

The authors of the * Glorious Revoludon ” and their successors
who profited by it now had what they wanted—a theory which
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justified rebellon as the “ common refuge which God hath pro-
vided ’ ; which taught that men were not savages at war with one
another, but even in the state of nature reasonable beings of a social
disposition who were entitled to resume their original liberty and to
revise the contract or trust-deed which they had concluded with their
rulers, whenever these rulers had commutted a breach of their contract
or trust by endeavouring to grasp for themselves  an absolute power
over the lives, hiberties and estates of the people.” Fine distinctions
may be drawn between Locke’s theory and the contractarian doctrine
commonly held by the Whigs of thus period, but they are of little
importance if we regard his wntings as a whole—wntings among
which must be mcluded not only the Treatises on Civil Government,
but also his Letters on Toleration and no small part of his philosophical
work. /What was important was that he cleared the atmosphere of all
sophistries justfying tyranny and placed government on a basis on
which 1t was seen to be the common concern of reasonable men.
This theory mght justify rebellion as a last resort against incurable
tyranny or misrule, but for all normal purposes 1t contemplated peace-
ful change to meet changing circumstances—change effected by the
consent of men who acknowledged that the welfare of the people
was the object of government.

/ Though the doctrme of Locke might be cited by democrats of a
later period as the foundation of their belief, it would be a complete
misunderstanding to think of him or of any theorist of this period
as advocaung democracy. His treatises were casily digested by the
anstocratic Whig families,/which for the next 130 years appointed
themselves to keep the King within bounds and to pursue what they
believed to be the welfare of the people. Their acceptance of his
doctrine may be said to have marked them off from the European and
especially the French aristocracies which clung tenaciously to abso-
lunist theories until they were overwhelmed by revolution ; but it
did not 1n any sense make them democrats or mcline them to share
their privileges with the unenfranchised masses.

Yet in certamn respects Locke was in advance of his time. His plea
for toleration was too hiberal not only for his own generation but for
nearly all generations up to the present time. His Letters on Toleration,
though pladtudinous to the point of boredom to a modern Englsh
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reader, were as paradoxical to most of his contemporaries as presum-~
ably they would stll be to a German, Russtan, or Italian dictator.
Locke himself, as we have seen, left atheists outside the pale on the
ground that densal of God “ dissolves all,” but many of his con-
temporaries were of opmion that the admission of Nonconformists
and stll more of Papists to full civil nghts would have as dissolvent
an effect as that of athessts. Undil 2 few years ago it was taken for
granted that tolerance of all opinion, pohitical or religious, not threat-
ening public order was one of the marks of a civilized people, but
experience has proved that complacency on this subject 1s premature.
The doctrine of Locke, like that of Sir Thomas More, is greatly n
advance of the practice of many European countries in the twentieth
century.
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CHAPTER XXVIII

THE PATRIOT KING

I

HE next ad hoc literature, 1f I may so speak—literature springing
from the politics of the hour—is Bolingbroke’s Patriot King,
wrtten m 1738 but not published untl 1749. This has received a
rather musleading advertisement from the fact that 1t 1s supposed to
have inspired Disrael’s mmneteenth~century Toryism. It 1s largely a
polemic agamst the poliics of his own day by an adventurous and
disappointed politictan who had played 1n turn with each of the parties,
Tory, Whig, and Jacobute, and was disgusted with them all. By the
time his book was published Bolingbroke had barely escaped impeach-
ment for hugh treason and had spent a considerable part of his working
hfe 1n exie in France, where he offered his services to the Young
Pretender. Historians are agreed that he did the country good service
by concluding the Peace of Utrecht, and this must be placed to his
credit as a wise and courageous act. But as leader of the Tory party
mn the last years of Queen Anne he was an unscrupulous and violent
partisan, earning an nglorious distinction as a persecutor of Non-
conformuty, albert that he was himself a rehgious sceptic. He was
both an eloquent speaker and a brilhant wnter, and he certamly knew
what he was talking about when he was exposing the corruptuon of
parties in his own time.  But hus record necessarily brings him under
suspicion of speakmg as a partisan when he denounces party and rases
the question in what sense he regarded loyalry to a sovereign as a
binding obligation.

Nevertheless, when the necessary discount has been made, the
Idea of a Patriot King 1s a brilliant and interesting work, which would
be important if only because 1t raises a questton which 1s still in the
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balance—how far parties are necessary to the working of Parliament.
It may be said, and I think truly, that Bolingbroke does not realize
all the implications of the question he raises, or at all events the question
as it was to present itself 1n the subsequent years, but 1t 1s undoubtedly
one of the questions which even to-day belongs to the standing or
falling of Parliamentary nstitutions.

To understand him we must follow his own line of approach. He
is not a metaphysician or cven 2 philosopher. He will not enter mto
any “ nuce mquiry ’ mto the ongin of monarchical institunons. The
shortest and surest method of arriving at real knowledge is “ to unlearn
the lessons we have been taught, to remount to first principles, and
take nobody’s word about them ; for it is about them that almost all
the jugghng and legerdemain, employed by men whose trade 1t is to
decewve us, are set to work.” The truth may be ascertained by “ so
clear and so simple an use of our intellectual faculties that it may be
said properly enough to be revealed to us by God.” The exercise
of these faculties leads to certain conclusions. If there 1s 2 “ divine
night” mn kings, 1t is only a right to ** govern well and conformably
to the consutution at the head of which they are placed.” A “ divine
right to govern ill 15 an absurdity ; to assert 1t 1s blasphemy. A
people may choose, or a hereditary succession may raise, a bad Prince
to the throne ; but a good King alone can derive his nght to govern
from God "—whose mtention 1t is that government should be good.
Again we observe the appeal to God and once more i the mouth of a
man reputed to be a scepnc.

But “good” 15 a relanve term mn the conditions of human life.
We must

tell ourselves once for all that perfect schemes are not adapted to our imper-~
fect state ; that Stoical morals and Platonic politics are nothing berter than
amusements for those who have had little experience 1 the affairs of the world
and who have much lessure. In truth all that human prudence can do is to
furmsh expedients and to compound as 1t were with general vice and folly ;
employing reason to act even against her own principles ; and teaching us, 1f

I may say so, wnsanire cum ratione, which appears on many occasions not to
be the paradox 1t has been thought.

In other words emotion is a large part of pohites Taking due
regard of men’s feelings and passions, we must consider what 15 good
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on the whole and not expect the impossible. A hereditary monarchy
1s better than an elective one, for it avoids struggles over the
succession. 'There 15 one source of evil the less open ; and one source
of evil the less in human affairs, where there are so many, 1s sufficient
to decide.

Bolingbroke makes the subtle remark that “ when monarchy 1s
the essential form, 1t may be more easily and more usefully tempered
with aristocracy or democracy or both than either of them, when they
are the essential forms, can be tempered with monarchy.” The reason
1s that the mntroduction of a real permanent monarchical power, or
anything more than the pageantry of it, mto either of these must
destroy them and extinguish them, as a greater light exanguishes a less.

Thus a hereditary limited monarchy m which prince and people
take m effect a sort of engagement with one another—the prince to
govern well and the people to obey him—is most to be desired. In
governing his people the prince or king 1s “ under the most sacred
obligations that human law can create and divine law authorise to
defend and mamntamn, in the first place, and preferably to every other
consideration,” the freedom of the consutution :

Now the greatest good of a people is their hiberty. . . . Liberty is to the
collective body what health 15 to every mdividual body. Without health no
pleasure can be tasted by man ; without liberty no happmess can be enjoyed
by society.!

2

Between the various controversialists about the nature of monarchy
Bolingbroke takes his stand as a moderate man :

1 nexther dress up kings like so many burlesque Jupiters, weighing the fortunes
of mankind 1n the scales of fate, and darting thunderbolts at the head of rebel-
lious giants ; nor do I strip them naked, as it were, and leave them at most a
few tattered rags to clothe their majesty, but such as can serve really as little for
use as for ornament My aim 1s to fix ths principle, that limitations on a crown
ought to be carried as far as it 1s necessary to secure the liberties of a people ;
and that all such limitations may subsist, without weakenmng or endangerng
monarchy.2

1 Patriot King, Clarendon Press Edition, p. 74 2 Ibid., p. 6o.
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Having thus guarded himself agamst the reproach of advocating
absolutism, Bolingbroke is in a position to claim large powers for
the * patriot king ” who keeps within the limits laid down by a free
constitution. He will not be merely a figure-head ; he will definitely
oppose the spirit of faction or party ; if he finds his people divided
when he comes to the throne, he will seek to reunite and reconcile
them, proscribing no party but espousing none. Parties or factions
—Bolingbroke uses these terms as synonyms—invade and rob one
another ; and while each pursues a separate interest, the common
interest is sacrificed by them all. The * patriot king ™ wall “ defeat
the designs and bregk the spirit of faction, mstead of partaking in one
and assuming in the other.”

The indictment of party can always be stated in terms which make
it seem a plantude. Everyone must agree that faction and the spurit
of faction are evil things and that national unity and the spirit of unity
are things to be desired. The trouble only begins when we attempt
to define these words and apply them to particular cases. As a rule
no one considers his own party a “faction” ; it is only the party
oppostte to which the word applies. To 1ts own members a party is
a combination for the support of certain principles or the promotion
of certain causes supposed to be in the national interest. Not only
zealots and fanatics but 2 mulatude of simple and honest men have
quite sincerely held this view of both the Tory and the Whig parties
and the Liberal and Conservative parties 1n the two centuries since
Bolingbroke wrote. But to him and to men living among the cabals
and intrigues of the years before and after the * Glorious Revolution ™
it may well have seemed that parties were a great public mischief.

Yet even then the alternative of a patriot king above party sweeping
away the corrupt and factious with his own strong hand, choosing his
own ministers among good men of high integrity, making a judicious
use of Parhament as an advisory body and finding a Parhament willing
to confine itself to this role, can scarcely have scemed very promising.
Bolingbroke says somewhere himself that those who set out to find
a king generally reverse the process of Saul the son of Kish, who,
going to find his father's asses, found a kingdom. They go in search
of a king and bring back an ass. A man who had lived in the reign
of James Il and afterwards in those of the first two Georges could

265



THE GOVERNMENT OF MANKIND

scarcely have encouraged optimism on this subject. In fact, Boling-
broke does not.  He seems to say that getting a good king occasionally
15 at all events a pomt gamed and that while he 1s on the throne his
subjects can prepate themselves against the accesston of a bad one which
will almost certainly follow

3

The modern 1dea of parry as an organization of Parliamentary forces
which ensures that all opinions shall be heard before a decision 1s taken,
which, by training men to act together i majorities and minonties,
ensures that when one government breaks down another shall be
ready to take 1ts place, which regards Opposition as an essential part
of the machinery of government, and even votes its leader a salary
out of the public purse—all this was stll m the future when Boling-
broke wrote. Raght up to modern times coahitions have toyed with
the 1dea of calling themselves “ national,” and the name has served
to bring them a certain amount of temporary support at times when
strong government was an evident necessity. But the old saymng
that England does not love coalitions has by no means lost 1ts force,
and to-day there 1s a general consensus of opmion that Parliament best
serves 1ts purpose as the *“ grand inquest of the nation ”” when there 1s
a strong and well-organized Opposition able to provide an alternative
government, and in the meantime sustaining points of view which
would otherwise be without spokesmen. But the party system as it
has operated m Great Bntamn since the middle of the eighteenth
century is a peculiarly British invention and few other nations have
been able to adopt it or even to understand it. It 1s threatened by two
opposite dangers—on the one hand by a mulaplicity of parties, which
makes government unstable, on the other by a too long continuance in
office of one party, which cuts 1ts opponents off from contact with
practical affairs and sends them wandering 1n 2 wilderness of lost causes
and mmpracticable ideals.

But n Bolingbroke’s time the countiy was only just starting on the
development of Parliament through party, and he cannot fauly be
judged by later experience. Quute apart from their contributions to
political theory his writings abound in shrewd and penetrating
observations about the behaviour of kings and princes. He “ asserts
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in gencral that the mdifference of mankind about the education of
Princes especially in a Government constituted like ours is monstrous.”
He constantly returns to this theme :

Let not princes flatter themselves. They wall be examuned closely, in private
as well as n public Iife ; and those, who cannot prerce further, will judge of
them by the appearances they give m both. To obtain true populanty, that
which 1s founded 1n esteem and affection, they must, therefore, mamtam their
characters n both ; and to that end neglect appearances tn netcher, but observe
the decorum necessary to preserve the esteem, whilst they win the affections
of mankind, Kings, they must never forget that they are men ; men, they
must never forget that they are Kings. . . .

A prince should chuse hus companions with as great care as his numsters  If
he trusts the business of his to these, he trusts his character to those ; and his
¢+ racter will depend on thewrs much more than 15 commonly thought,
General expersence will lead men to judge that a similicude of character deter-
mined the choice ; even when chance, indulgence to assiduity, good nature,
or want of reflection had their share m the introduction of men unworthy of
such favour. But, m such cases, certan it 1s that they, who judged wrong at
first concerning him, will judge right at last.  He is not a trfler, for mstance.
Be 1t 50 ; but if he takes trifling futile creatures, men of mean characters, or
of no character, mnto his mtimacy, he shows a disposition to become such ;
and will become such, unless he breaks these habits early, and before puerle
amusements are grown up to be the busmess of hus life. I mean that the munds
of princes, like the munds of other men, will be brought down insensibly to the
tone of the company they keep.!

Judged by their practce, Bolingbroke and hus friends were not over-
scrupulous politicians, but 1t 15 worth noting that he goes out of his
way to condemn Machiavelli. It is not enough for him that the Italian
should occasionally recommend honesty and mercy as good policy
for hus Prince, he insists that hus motive must be disinterested. Now
and again he startles us with a passage which has a prophetic ring,
as 1 the subtle analysis of the process by which a ruling class may slip
into tyranny while pretending to be serving liberty. For a ume they
may 1mpose on themselves, but not for long :

Their consciences will soon be seared, by habit and by example ; and they,
who wanted an excuse to begin, will want none to continue and to compleat,

1 Patriot King, Clarendon Press Edution, pp. 135-8.
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the tragedy of their country. Old men wall outlive the shame of losing liberty,
and young men will anise who know not that 1t ever existed. A spint of
slavery will oppose and oppress the spirit of liberty, and seem at last to be the
genws of the naton.  Such too 1t will become mn time, when corruption has
once grown to this height, unless the progress of it can be mterrupted 1

The passage might have been wrntten by Amnstotle. It is strange,
however, that the man who can wrnte thus about hiberty should have
been the principal author of the * Occasional Conformity Act” of
1711 and the even more drastic Schism Act of 1714, with the rumous
penalties and disabihes that they inflicted on Nonconformists.
Apparently, hike most of lus contemporaries, he failed to see that free-
dom to worship in his own way and to bring up hus children 1n the
religion of his choice was a large part of the hiberty of a free citizen.
Or was he in these respects a pure cynic giving the Tory party what 1t
wanted ?

I have dwelt at this length on Bolingbroke because his writings
raise questions touching the art of government which are sdll alive.
There were other great wrters 1n the last years of the seventeenth
and first half of the eighteenth century who plunged into the politics
of therr ume and scourged the ruling politicians and prevaiing
political manners with merciless pens. In his Absalom and Achitophel
and m The Hind and the Panther Dryden has left an impenshable
portrait-gallery, which is also a rogues-gallery, of the men of his
time ; and many passages in these works, such as his portrait of Zimn
(the Duke of Buckingham),? have become famliar classics of this
kind of writng. Swift in the next fifty years performed the same
service or disservice to the politicians of his time, bringing an incom-
parable talent for invective to bear on all and sundry. But all ghis is
journalism in excelsis addressed to the men of the hour in the cir-
cumstances of the hour, of enormous interest to historians but with
litle bearing on the development of institutions. The immortal
Tale of a Tub and Gulliver's Travels stand in a different category, but

1 Patriot King, Clarendon Press Edition, p. 81.
2 A man so various that he seemed to be
Not one, but all mankind’s epitome :
Stff 1n opinions, always in the wrong,
Was everything by starts and nothing long, etc,
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these are parables of what 1s universal and not specifically political in
human nature. For speaifically poliical writing with a direct bearing
on the working and growth of political msututions we have—in
England—to wait for Burke. Among phiosophers Hume con-
tributed usefully to the beginnings of political economy, but he was
sceptical about anything that mught be called a theory of politcs.
In this respect, as in so much else, he considered custom to be the great
guide of life, and any form of government to be jusufied 1n so far as it
worked. Hume was the pragmatist of political theory.
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THE SOCIAL CONTRACT

I

STUDENTS of nstitutions may be warned against getting bogged
in the intermunable disputes about the social contract. So far
as the contract 1s supposed to be a hustorical account of the ongms of
society, it cannot be stated in any form which 1s not in large part
erther mythical or 1maginary ; so far as it is supposed to explain the
actual relations of men to one another or of subjects to rulers, there is
no version of it which is not open to correction, qualification, and
recrimmation. Between Hobbes and Rousseau the varneties of the
theory are endless, and here I can do no more than glance at a few
of them.

At the outset a distinction has to be made between the contract
which men ate supposed to make with one another, and that which
they are supposed to make with a sovereign, but most omut the first
stage and come straight to the second. From this pomt everything
depends on the view which the contractarian takes of human nature.
To Hobbes, as we have seen,'man is a dangerous and irrational animal
who, mn a sudden access of semi-rationality, put himself in the hands of
a keeper or committee of keepers, reserving only his right to slay or
depose them if they failed to keep him 1n order and thus exposed
themselves to his retaliation. To most other contractarians men even
m the state of nature are comparatively rational and sociable beings,
who nevertheless need discipline, and have decided to entrust the task
of keeping order to a sovereign who undertakes to govern them, but
to observe certain himits to his power, such a3 to respect law, to con-
sult them from time to time and so forth. Most of these regard the
contract as vanable with the consent of the parties to meet changing
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circumstances or the changing need of successive generations ; but
some who are not stricely contractarians at all, though they are often
classified among them, conceive the relation of subjects to rulers to be
that of submussion in perpetuity to a sovereign by divine right, who
has no responsibility except to God, and agamst whom rebellion is as
the sin of witchcraft. Here, if there is any contract, it is between the
king and God, and subjects can in no circumstances contract them-
selves out of their obhgation to obey the king, who, being appointed
by God, can “ do no wrong.”

All manner of questons arise as to the manner in which the supposed
contract was concluded and its legal consequences. Does the indi-
vidual lose his nights when he coalesces with the community which
submuts to the contract ? Is his consent express or tacit ? Is 1t to be
presumed, as Hobbes seems to say, to any tyranny which he is unable
to resist 2 'What 15 the position of minorities who object to the con-
tract? Can the generation which makes the contract bind succeeding
generations to observe it ?

If the authorities were agreed about the contract there would stll
be a wide field open to different legal opinions about its construction,
but since no two contractarians agree about the nature of the contract
which they profess to be interpretng, the opportunities for recrimina-
tion are unhmited. Contractarians are not only searching in a dark
room for a black hat which (probably) is not there, but are all the time
engaged in a lively debate about its style and shape. In the end the
gist of the matter seems to be that it 1s totally impossible to express
in any statc formula the truth about the ever changing and evolving
processes of human life and government. It is probable that human
origins were of many different kinds, but whatever they were, they
throw httle ight on later developments. “ Nothing 1n progression,”
says Burke, “ can rest on 1ts oniginal plan. We might as well thi
of rocking 2 grown man in the cradle of an infant ! !

2

Nevertheless this phantom, if phantom 1t is, played so large a part
in the history of the seventeenth and eighteenth century that 1t is well

L Letter to Samuel Span of Bristol.
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worth the careful study given to it by Mr. J. W. Gough,! who enables
us to chase 1t from Hobbes to Locke and from Locke to Rousseau,
Fichte, Kant, and a large number of learned but mostly forgotten
wrnters down to our own times. Its importance in practical affairs
during the last part of this period was that 1t divided men mto two
camps according as they believed the human process to be on the whole
a benevolent co-operation of rulers and ruled, subject to revision mn
changing circumstances, or a sinister conspiracy of evil and tyrannical
men whereby men who were born free have everywhere been put in
chains. The first hypothesis admurably suited the Whigs of the
English Glorious Revolution of 1688 ; the second acquired the high-
explosive force which issued in the French Revolution.

Rousseau though late in the field is the most important name 1n the
hist of contractarians. It is very much in doubt whether he in the least
foresaw or intended the consequences which followed from his
writings, and academic critics have had no difficulty in convicting
them of all manner of inconsistencies and even absurdiies. But he
was a man of genius, and when he said *“ Man is born free, and every-
where he 1s in chains ” he shook a world which had slept through a
century of debate between lawyers and metaphysicians. He did not,
as is generally supposed, either in the Contrat Social or in any of his
writings, paint the onginal state of mankind as one of idyllic innocence
and happiness,? nor did he prescribe revolution as a remedy for the
evils of his day. But his whole argument assumed that the original
state, f.e. the civil state which was substituted for the state of nature,
was far better than the existing state ; and since he supposed the change
for the worse to be due to the selfishness and depravity of rulers,
who had departed from their original compact to observe law and
pursue the interests of the ruled, it was extremely probable that his
doctrine would kindle the revolutionary spirit. The eloquent lan-
guage in which he swept aside the intellectual theorisers of his time
and pilloried governments as having betrayed their original under-
taking to procure the good life for men who in the state of

1 The Social Contract. A Critical Study of its Development. Oxford
Clarendon Press.

2 On the contrary, he followed Hobbes in thinking the state of nature to
be one of instinct and fear in which self-preservation was the first law.
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nature were at the mercy of the strongest, and as having perverted therr
mandate to the seizure of arbitrary power, was well calculated to have
this effect. This was the “ depravation,” the “extreme term of
government " bringing it back finally “ to just the law of the strongest
which 1t was onginally designed to remedy.”

The predecessors of Rousseau had mostly wrtten to justify an
existing order—Hobbes to justify erther a Stuart or Cromwellian
absolutism, Filmer to justfy the claims of Charles II and James II to
rule by divine right, Locke to justufy the bloodless Revolution of
1688. Rousseau alone seemed in the eyes of his countrymen to be
indicting an existing government, holding it up to ignominy as a
conspiracy of the rich and powerful to enslave the poor, showing
how “ despotism, gradually raising up its hideous head and devouring
everything that remamed sound and untamted in any part of the
State,” had “ trampled on both the laws and the people and established
itself on the rumns of the Republic.”” He might throw his thesis into
a philosophical form which made it appear to be a disquisition upon
all governments without application to any government in par-
ticular, but it afforded exactly the material which the men of action
needed in the rising storm against the museries and corruptions of the
French monarchy, and seventeen years after hus death it produced its
first results in the storming of the Bastille. The Contrat Social was
thus a high explosive with a delaying time-fuse.

3

What Rousseau himself would have said about it, if he had lived,
is beyond guessing. His own ideas about the improvement of society
were gentle and romantic. He talks of the State in mystical language
which all but anticipates Hegel. He believed in a community of
virtuous people agreeing to abide by the golden rule and subduing
their individual wills to a * general will” which he assumed to be
good. Though unshakable m his belief in liberty, he was no demo-
crat. He held that the “ great multitude ” in large States were incap-
able of self-government and proposed a * mutual covenant ” whereby
they should place themselves in the hands of an aristocracy of the wisest
and best. It was very like Plato’s dream of the philosopher-kings.
But what should happen if they failed to appoint the wisest and best
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he left an open question which the revolutionaries who imbibed his
doctrine almost everywhere answered by nommating themselves.
Then the wheel came full circle, and there followed exactly what
Rousseau himself had supposed to have happened when man m the
state of nature had mnocently placed himself in the hands of select
beings whom he had expected to respect hus rights and liberties. The
new rulers, like the old, had a very low opmion of man’s nature and
capacity. ‘They said that the “ men m chams ™ required a period of
probation to enable them to recover the natural virtues of which
centuries of oppression had robbed them. The * transition of an
oppressed nation to a democracy,” said one of the Revolutionary
Commuttees after the great upheaval, “is like the effort by which
nature rose from nothingness to existence. You must entirely
refashion a people whom you wish to make free—destroy its preju-
dices, limit its necessities, root up its vices, purnfy its desires.” !
Thus, via Rousseau’s theory of the wisest and best, we reach the
dictatorship of the proletariat, a tyranny which, like all the tyrannies
that preceded 1, justified itself by a belief n its own superior wisdom
and nighteousness.

Once more the contract theory is seen as a double-edged weapon.
Hobbes'’s version of it did as well for Cromwell as for Charles II ;
Rousseau’s was equally serviceable to the fathers of the American
Constitution and the terrorists of the French Revolution ; and the
great Napoleon could declare his deep attachment to it. Yet some
parts of 1t had abiding value and influence. Rousscau gave new
meaning to the idea of the “rights of man” which was a logical
development of contractarian theory. If man, as this theory supposed,
made contracts with a sovereign power, he must, even in a state of
nature, have had certain claims or interests which might reasonably
be called his “ rights ”” and for the protection of which he was able to
stipulate. By presenting him as the victim of tyrants and oppressors
who had betrayed their trust, Rousseau, so to speak, laid the founda-
tion of an action for the restoration of these nghts. In Rousseau’s

hands he was no longer a complainant suing for the mingation of his
lot, he was plantiff demanding his dues from those who had defrauded

1 Quoted by Morley, Rousseau, Vol. II, pp. 132-3.
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lum. In France this was the new white light which blazed about the
throne Government was suddenly seen as the mterest of the whole
people and not as the private concern of King and courtiers who held
the monopoly of 1t.

“ When men say that they have ughts they usually mean that they
are suffering from wrongs. . . . Rughts are 1deals in terms of action
man first becomes formidable 1 action when he claims lus 1deals as
lis nghts.”  These two sentences, written more than thirty years ago,
stll seem to me to contain what 1s important m the doctrine of the
nights of man. Rousseau’s picture of men suffering wrongs set his
countrymen on fire because immense numbers of them felt themselves
to be in that position. They had submutted to 1t as to inevitable fate
unul they were suddenly made aware that they were m chans which
they had the power, 1f they had the wall, to stnike off.

4

A word may be added here about the general tendency of French
thought 1 the exghteenth century. That was essentially the thought
of men in opposition—opposition to the corruption and tyranny of
the rulng monarchy. The French philosophers mught quarrel
among themselves, but they were all in different ways undermining
the monarchy—some, hke Voltaire, by a corroding irony, which
proved a deadly weapon agamnst priestly and courtly persecutors in
the hands of this great libertarian ; others, like the Encyclopadists, by
a rational cniticism substituting facts and solid principles £or the mystical
unreason with which the satellites of the monarchy disguised its evil
realities ; others, ke Rousseau, comparing the evils and miseries of
the actual world with a romantic ideal. Being detached from all
expertence 1n the art of government, most of them were driven back
on the general and the abstract ; and being hable to the pams and
penalties attending freedom of speech, their approach to practical
affawrs is cautious and indirect. But in general they give the unpression:
of a great battery of wit and humamtarian zeal directed upon a corrupe
and decadent tyranny.

So far as they had a consistent philosophy, 1t was borrowed from
the Englishman, Locke. But Locke suffered a significant change n
bewng translated into French. In England he was one of the pillars of
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the Glorious Revolution accomplished 1n 1688, and supplied 1t with
a philosophical justification of the successfully asserted right of subjects
to change their rulers if these had proved unfaithful to the trust
which they were supposed to have undertaken. Before the eight-
centh century was far advanced, is wntings had become the bible
of the status quo. Imported mto France, they were propaganda
for revolution. For i spite of the theoretical existence of States
General and Parlement, the French monarchy in these years was the
unqualtfied tyranny that Louis XIV had made it, and a doctrine which
struck at the foundations of absolutism was rank treason 1 the eyes of
the Court. The writers who expressed the critical spirit of their time
kept open their retreat to Switzerland and England ; and 1t is perhaps
surprising that so much of their work was published and circulated m
France. But the Court was stupid and they were very skilful at the
game of double-entendre whereby they -vere enabled to undermine
authonty while seeming to defer to it.

From Bodin, the sixteenth-century writer whose Republic, in six
volumes, is probably the most unreadable book ever written on
pohitics, down to the writers and pamphleteers of the Revolution,
there is an immense mass of French hterature on politcal theory.
But whatever may be the literary or historical nterest of others, only
two, Montesquieu and Rousseau, have abiding importance for the
English student of institutions. I have spoken of Rousseau, and next
to him Montesqueu deserves the highest consideration. His Esprit
des Lois has fallen under condemnation for having conveyed to the
makers of the American Constitution the false idea that the separation
of the legislative, executive, and judicial powers which they finally
adopted was the central characteristic of the English constitution.
But at the time when Montesquieu wrote (1748) the final form of this
constitution was very much m doubt, and the supremacy of Parla-
ment over the executtive was not firmly established until the close of
the long struggle with George Ill.  To an observer 1 1748 it may well
have seemed that Englsh institutions were moving in the direction
that Montesquieu imdicated ; but in any case, if the fathers of the
American constitution wished to follow the English model, it was
their business to imform themselves as to its true nature, instead of
consulting a French authority writing thirty years earlier.
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It is unfair to the Esprit des Lois to treat 1t merely as a bridge-
builder between Englsh and American insututions. For though a
puzzling and ill-arranged book, 1t 15 full of penetranng observations
and has a humane and chantable outlook rare n the writing of ths
time. Montesquieu is a pioneer in the modern kind of history, for
he sces the importance of soil, climate, and general environment 1
the making of laws and mstitutions. He anticipates Burke in holding
that a constitution must be based on the character and virtue of a
people mstead of the people being subducd to fit a constrution
imposed on them. He distinguishes *“ monarchy ” from despotism
and observes that in monarchies education tends to raise and ennoble
the mind, whereas i despotisms its only aim is to debase it. In
despotisms education begins with making a bad subject 1 order to
make a false slave. The despot himself is at the same time a slave and
understands only the slavish disposition.

Conquest Montesquieu regards as *“ a necessary, lawful, but unhappy
power which leaves the conqueror under a heavy obligation of repair-
ing the mjuries done to humamty.” The general law governing
war and conquest is “to do as httle harm as possible to the con-
quered.”  Acqusition carries with it “ the spint of preservation and
use, not of destruction.” Taxation ought to be i direct proportion
to public liberty. In democracies “ taxes may be greater than else-
where without being burdensome, because every ciizen looks upon
them as a tribute which he pays for himself and which secures the
tranquillity and fortune of every member of it.” In reading
Montesquieu we have the sense of being in good company—the
company of 2 humane and cultured gentleman who looked out on the
world with a benevolent eye.

But in the end we return to Rousseau, the man of fecling, the
romantic idealist, whose appeal to the emotions made him as a propa~
gandist worth a whole team of historians, Encyclopadists, and
rationalists. His quarrel with the mtellectuals of his time and his
change of the issue from reason to emotion mark the beginning of
modern emotional revolutionary propaganda.
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BURKE

I

THE French philosophers and theonsts, and especially Voltarre,
found readier listeners among enlightened despots m other
countries—Frederick the Great, Catharine II of Russia, Joseph II or
Austria, Charles III of Spamn, Gustavus III of Sweden—than at the
Court of their own country, which neither heeded their advice nor
succeeded mn suppressing them. Learning nothing and forgetting
everything, the unreformed French monarchy stumbled on to 1ts
doom.

/In England the theorsts and propounders of constitutions had had
their say by the middle of the eighteenth century, and English mnstitu-
tions now developed from experience and practice. After 1688 no
English sovereign, not even George Il i his most wilful mood,
attempted agan to govern without Parhament. But in all other
respects the sequel was shaped, not in accordance with any deliberate
design, but—it may almost be said—by a sertes of accidents. The
fact that George I was ignorant of the English language made it
dufficult or uncongenial to lum to preside over a council of mumnisters,
and left the munistersal chair to be occupied by a mumster of strong
will, who was as resolved to be first among his colleagues as not to be
dependent on the King. But if the collocation of George I and Sit
Robert Walpole led to the establishment of the Cabinet system and
the supremacy of the Prime Mimster, subject to Parhamentary control,
1t was the loss of the American colonies which, more than anything
else, put 1ts quietus on the effort of the crown to recapture the control.
If George III and Lord North had succeeded in suppressing the
American Rebellion, it is rather more than a guess that they would
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have reduced Parliament and representative institutions generally to
a shadow both here and across the Atlantc./

~~For a large part of the eighteenth century parliamentary control
was mainly that of a hundred and fifty Whrg & alics, who through their
proprietotship of close boroughs or purchase of ““ rotten ”” boroughs,
were able to ensure a majority m the House of Commons and prevent
the return of the Stuarts. The representative system which had had
a real exstence in early times had been partly vinated by the efforts
of Tudor sovereigns to establish a Court party by a profuse creation of
boroughs and partly rendered obsolete by the shifts of population.
At the end of the eighteenth century out of 2 population of eight
mlhions only 165,000 possessed a vote.  Not only were constituencies
for sale, but many of the pohticians who werc nominated to them
could be bought for a price. For years together King and govern-
ment were competing with one another to obtain supporters either
by patronage or the distribution of bribes. Corruption was stan-
dardized, recognized, and condoned by all the factions. In practice
the government was that of a small, landed oligarchy for whom the
world outside scarcely existed The people, said a bishop of the
Established Church, “ had no concern with the laws except to obey
them.” 1 As late as 1793 a judge could say from the Bench that
* the landed interest alone had the right to be represented ™ and speak
contemptuously of the “rabble who have nothing but personal

property.” 2
2

*~ The best minds in England were aware of the scandals and defects
of the eighteenth-century Parliamentary system and Burke’s scheme
for economical reform which Rockingham adopted in 1782 was a
substantial beginmng of a change for the better. But none of these
blemishes seemed to abate the admiration with which English mstitu-

1 Bushop Horsley, quoted by Buckle, History of Civilisation. *“In this
State only the State 1tself could govern and only one could lead. It was
the task of all to follow the State in absolute disciphne and submussion,”
—Herr Kerrl, the Reich Munister of Church Affairs, reported by The Times
Berlin correspondent, Nov 25, 1937.

2 Lord Jusuce Clerk summing up in the trial of Margarot and Gerrald
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tions were regarded by hberal-minded men abroad and especially in
France. , England to them was the home of the free, the country
which had learnt to curb the power of kings, the country, says
Voltaire in hus Lettres sur les Anglais, “ where the nobility 15 great
without insolence and without lording 1t over vassals and where the
people partake m the Government without confusion.” This seems
an indulgent judgment of a system under which only 165,000 out of
a population of eight millions were enfranchised. | Yet 1t 1s not quite
the paradox that 1t seems. For, as the century proceeds we find the
unenfranchised people more and more recognized as a power to
which all parties need to pay deference. :Lord Rosebery speaks of
Chatham as “the man who almost discovered popular feeling
England,” and there is much contemporary evidence in support of
this view. Chatham, says Dr. Johnson, “was not, like Walpole,
a Minster given by the King to the people, but 2 Mimster given by
the people to the King.” He was * carried,” said Gibbon, “ on the
people’s shoulders.” / The people, says Burke, * are the masters and
the employers of Parhament and its natural lords. ... Let us
idennfy, let us incorporate ourselves with the people.” Ths was
more and more the language of the Whig reformers as the corrup-
tion of the House of Commeons became notorious and the voice of
the mulatude was heard complaining that they were being betrayed
by an assembly which had in former days been their champion and
protector. ,

Nor was this a mere bandying of words. / The organized mobs of
the large towns played a large part in the politics of the later eighteenth
century. They were extremely mdependent and no one could predict
exactly what they would do. /In London, if I may repeat what I
have written n another book, the famous Middlesex elections brought
them on to the scene as 2 new power, and the City knew well how to
manipulate them 1n their subsequent struggles with King and Parlia-
ment. They alone seemed to make any serious impressionon George Ill
and his satellites. The London mob was both Jingo and Radical.
Chatham was 1ts hero as well as Wilkes. If 1t smashed the windows
which were not illuminated for the return of Wilkes, it also burnt
down the house of the Constable of Westminster because, in his
absence from town, it was not lit up for the second-rate victory of

280



BURKE

Cartagena. Its resources were varied and picturesque. It burnt a
petticoat m effigy on a hint that the Queen Dowager was exerung
undue nfluence on the new King, and a big boot to pont 1ts dis-
pleasure at Bute. Unpopular politicians went 1 fear of their hves
not from assassination, but from mob fury. When Crosby and
Oliver were ordered to Westminster, an enormous crowd blocked the
approaches to Parhament, Lord North’s carriage was wrecked
and even the brothers of Charles and Stephen Fox were pelted and
roughly handled. When Wilberforce borrowed Pitt’s carriage in
1795, he was warned that, if it were recognized, 1ts occupant would
run a good chance of being murdered.!

Other causes contributed. Under pressure from the people the
ohgarchy had to yield point after point in the battle for free speech.
Wilkes, Crosby, and Oliver, with the mobs behind them, wrung from
Parliament the right of reporung its proceedings; the right of
petitionring Parhament carried with it the right of the peutioners to
assemble to orgamize their petitions, and thus shpped insensibly mnto
the night of public meeting. Pohtical associations multiplied, corres-
pondence committees were established all over the country; the
foundations of the free pohucal life afterwards to be pursued by an
enfranchised people were laid in these years. A strong reaction set
in after the French Revolunon which held up the movement for a
generation, but on the whole it may be said that in fighting their
battle with the King, the Whigs of the eighteenth century prepared
the way for the democratic development of the age that followed.

3
. J ‘We look in vain for any pattern or plan in this development. It
passcd from one stage to another by a loglc of its own which often took
its agents and mstruments by surprise. Philosophers like Bentham
or Wilham Godwin, doctrinaires like Tom Paine played upon it
from different angles, but, so far as they tried to subdue it to any
ordered system, without result. It had mnumerable pamphleteers
and satirists who wrote and spoke with an extraordmary scurnlity
about events which have lost their mterest and even their meaning

1 The Public Life, I, pp. 12~13.
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with the lapse of ime. But 1t had one great prophet and luminary
mn Edmund Burke, who, Inshman as he was, seems even now, after
nearly 150 years, to embody more of the quintessential English mind
with 1ts minghng of hberalism and conservatism, its hopes and 1ts
fears, 1ts 1deals and 1ts mghtmares, than any great figure before or
since. Burke is no Utopian ; he has no plan for the reconstruction
of an imperfect society or mental mmage of the perfect statesman or
prmce  He 1s just the indefatigable commentator on the publc hfe
m which he himself plays a part, who tests everything by 1ts results
and 15 much more concerned to discover the laws and principles of
what he sees before him than to speculate on what might be. He
was, like David Hume, a political pragmatist.

*Burke visited Paris in 1773 and found there a brlliant crowd of
intellectual doctrinaires who seemed to um to be talking away the
foundations of society and rehgion without preparmng anything to
put in their place.! It has been supposed that the horror of revolu-
tionary violence to which he gave such eloquent and lund expression
in later life grew out of this visit. But seventeen years earher, in his
Vindication of Natural Society, he had written that the world would fall
m rums “1f the practice of all moral duties and the foundations of
society rested upon having their reasons made clear and demonstrative
to every individual.” To the end of hus Iife he seemed to beleve that
there was something not merely venerable but even mystical in human
society and mstitutions which was beyond analysis by clever sceptics.
Burke, as Lord Motley put 1t, ““ foresaw from the first what, 1f ration-
ahsm were allowed to run an ummpeded course, would be the really
great business of the second half of hus century.” 2 He had, indeed,
an almost prophetic sense of the havoc which might be wrought by
pohtical dogmas fermenting m shallow brains, and speaks impatiencly

1 It is interesung to observe that a very different man, Roussean, shared
Burke’s dishike of French left-wing intellectuals. * These vam and fuule
declaimers go forth on all sides armed wath their fatal paradoxes, to sap the
foundations of our faith and nullify virtue. They smile contemptuously at
such old names as patriotism and religion and consecrate their talents and
philosophy to the destruction and defomation of all that men hold sacred ”—
Roussean, quoted by Sabine  Political Theory, p. 578.

2 Morley’s Burke, p 15.
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of the “ petulant, assuming, short-sighted coxcombs of philocophy
who unagme that they have discovered the sccrets of the standing and
falling of states”  For him 1t is

a cardinal truch that if you encourage cvery mdividual to let his
imagmation Joosc upon all subjects, without any restramnt from a sense of
his own weakness and his subordmnate rank i the long scheme of thungs,
then there 13 nothing of all that the opmion of all the ages has agreed to
regard as excellent and vencrable which would not be exposed to
destruction at the hands of rationalistic criticism.

Undoubtedly his Pams visic confirmed him m his suspicion of
rationalism. He returned from 1t denouncing atheism which, like
Locke, he regarded as outside the pale of the toleration which he
advocated for all other beliefs or unbeliefs. * The mosthorrid and cruel
blow that can be offered to civil society,” he said in a speech on the relief
of Protestant Dissenters i the year 1773, ““is through atheism . . . the
infidels are outlaws of the constitution, not of thus country but of the
human race. They are never, never to be supported, never to be
tolerated. Under the systematic attacks of these people, I sece some
of the props of good government already begin to fail ; I see propa-
gated principles which will not leave religion cven a toleration. I
see myself sinking every day under the attacks of these wretched
people.” It was the language which Calvin had used about Servetus,
the homo blasphemus who had questioned the doctrine of the Trimity.
Students of the growth of toleration may be advised to compare
Burke’s diatiibes with Gladstone’s speeches on the Bradlaugh question.

4

/It 1s small wonder if with speeches of this kind to s credit and the
still ficrcer denunciations mn his closing years of the French regicides,
Burke got himself classed as a reactionary, but that 1s a judgment
which does lim scrious injustice. With Charles James Fox and the
Rockingham Whgs he fought valiantly agamst King and court for
what m these times would be called Liberal principles. He was a
Liberal i the matter of Wilkes, on the question of the American
Colomes, on the administration of India./ He burned with the fierce
indignation which blazes m his indictment of Warren Hastings, at the
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oppression of helpless peoples, at all viplence outside law or necessity
practised by government and soldiers /The speech 1n which he moved
for an inquiry after an affiay between the troops and the Wilkeite
mob 1n 1768 contawns a passage which 1s still a classic of Parliamentary
wisdom :

If ever the time should come, (he concluded), when this House shall be
found prompt to execute and slow to inquire ; ready to purush the excesses
of the people, and slow to listen to their grievances ; ready to grant supphes,
and slow to examune the account ; ready to imvest magistrates with large
powers, and slow to inquire into the exercise of them ; ready to entertan
notions of the military power as incorporated with the constitution—when
you learn this in the air of St. James’s, then the business 1s done ; then the House
of Commons will change that character which 1t receives from the people
mly. 1

ere again we sce the use of the word “ people ” as the source of
wthonty of 2 House of Commons 1 which only a fifueth part of the
nhabitants of the country had any sort of representation. Burke was
opposed to any extension of the franchise or to any substantial change
in the composition of 2 House which was the creature of a few hundred
rich families. He would clean the machine, clear it of the grit of
corruption, but otherwise leave it unaltered. No Tory could have
been more resolutely opposed than he was to any change in the
direction of democratizing the House of Commons. No Liberal
could more ardently have desired to curb tyranny and extend
liberty.

It is not easy for a modemn Liberal to enter into the mund of an
eighteenth-century politician, even when he is 2 man of such enlighten-
ment and commanding abihty as Burke. /But we may get near it
if we say that he idealized the House of Commons, saw it purified of
its corrupuion, its factiousness, even, we must add in thinking of this
age, of its drunkenness 2 and its rowdiness ; and saw it working hand

1 Quoted by Morley, Burke, p. 46.

2 Someone asked Mr. Gladstone how the younger Pitt managed to address
the House of Commons after drinking two bottles of Port. “ You must
remember,” was his answer,  that he was addressing an Assembly very few
members of which had consumed less.”
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in hand as a “ legislauve ™ with the House of Lords and thus playing
the part of a genune aristocracy—something corresponding to
Rousseau’s rule of the best men guarding the hberties and mterests
of the uninstructed masses. To perform this part 1t needed to be
equally shut off from the encroachments of the King and the mvasion
of the multtude, and m the vacuum thus produced 1t would be free
to develop the sense of public duty, the unselfishness, and the dis-
mterestedness which he believed to be the necessary ingredients of all
good government. We may ridicule the idea that the House of
Commons, constituted as it was m Burke’s tume, could perform the
part which he assigned to it, but 1t nevertheless remains true that he
did more than any man to lay the foundations of the public moraliry,
the rectitude, the sense of public duty, the hatred of corruption which
through all the viaissitudes of the coming years were to win for the
Britush Parhament 1ts unique position in the world./

5

If this is understood we shall not look to Burke for any model con-
stitution, but we may look to hum for the principles of humane govern-
ment, and of these he remains a master. Some of hus aphorisms have
become platitudes m the lapse of time ; others are widely neglected
truths ; yet others await rediscovery as the paradoxes of the future
when despousm has run its course.  There is scarcely a speech or
tract of Burke’s which does not yield some nugget which is stll of
the purest gold. His Thoughts on the Cause of the Present Discontents
1s a political pamphlet directed to the circumstances of 1770, when
George III and Lord North were setting out on the disastrous attempt
to restore the rule of the Crown which was to last for the next rwelve
years and end in the loss of the American Colonies. Many of the
details have lost interest, but in it—though the name of the work is
unmentioned—is a powerful reply to Bolingbroke’s Patriot King,
which had become the gospel of the Court party, and a defence of the
party system as the proper organization of Parliament which is sall
one of the classics on the subject.

Or, to take another example, there 1s still no more subtle analysis
of the ways i which liberty may be undermined, and free men led to
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stifle their consciences in submutting to tyranny than may be found in
the same context :

Few are the partisans of departed tyranny, and to be a Whig on the business
of an hundred years ago 15 very consistent with every advantage of present
servility  This retrospective wisdom, and histouscal patriotism, are things of
wonderful conventence ; and serve admirably to reconcile the old quarrel
between speculation and pracice Many a stern republican, after gorging
himself with a full feast of admuration of the Grecian commonwealths and of
our true Saxon constitution, and discharging all the splendid bile of his vircuous
mdignation on King John and King James, sits down perfectly sausfied to the
coarsest work and homeliest job of the day he lives in. I beheve there was no
professed admurer of Henry the Eighth among the instruments of the last King
James ; nor n the court of Henry the Eighth was there, I dare say, to be found
a single advocate for the favourites of Richard the Second.

No complaisance to our Court, or to our age, can make me believe nature
to be so changed, but that public liberty will be among us, as among our
ancestors, obnoxious to some person or other ; and that opportunities wall
be furnished for attempting, at least, some alteration to the prejudice of our
constitution. These attempts will naturally vary m their mode, according
to times and circumstances.  For ambition, though 1t has ever the same views,
has not at all times the same means, nor the same particular objects A great
deal of the furmiture of ancient tyranny is worn to rags ; the rest 1s entrely
out of fashion  Besides, there are few Statesmen so very clumsy and awkward
n their business, as to fall into the identical snare which has proved fatal to their
predecessors. When an arbitrary imposition 1s attempted upon the subject,
undoubtedly 1t will not bear on 1ts forehead the name of Ship-money. There
is no danger that an extenston of the Forest laws should be the chosen mode of
oppression 1n this age

With great energy Burke sets himself to combat the view of the Court
party that ““ we have a very good Mimustry but that we are a very bad
people,” and asserts that people are not riotous and discontent unless
they have good cause for their discontents. He quotes the opinion
of a Frenchman: “Pour la populace, ce n'est jamais par envie
d’attaquer qu'elle se souléve, mars par impanence de souffrir,” a
maxim which he humself strangely forgot in the vehemence of his
reaction twenty years later against the French Revolution.

In the same treatise Burke develops hus theory of practical politics.
“ The quesnon,” he says, “1s not concerning absolute discontent or
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perfect satisfaction m Government ; nether of which can be pure and
unmixed at any time or upon any system.” Again, 1t 15 no mcon~
siderable part of wisdom to know how much of an evil ought to be
tolerated, lest by attempting a degree of purity impracucable n
degenerate umes and manners, instead of cutting off the subsisting 1ll
practices, new corruptions might be produced for the concealment
and secunity of the old.”  Funally 1t1s a dereliction of duty for superior
persons to stand aloof from public affairs on the ground that they
possess angelic qualities which enuitle them to sit above the battle

We are born only to be men. We shall do enough if we form ourselves
to be good ones. It 1s therefore our business carefully to cultivate in our minds,
to rear to the most perfect vigour and maturity, every sort of generous and
honest feeling that belongs to our nature. To bring the dispositions that
are lovely m private life mnto the service and conduct of the commonwealth ;
50 to be patriots, as not to forget we are gentlemen. To cultivate friendships,
and to incur enmities. To have both strong, but both selected ; 1 the one to
be placable ; m the other, immoveable. To model our principles to our
duties and our situation. To be fully persuaded, that all virtue which 1s
impracticable 1s spurious ; and rather to run the nsque of falling mto faults in
a course which leads us to act with effect and energy, than to loiter out our
days without blame, and without use, Public life 15 a situation of power and
energy ; he trespasses agamst his duty who sleeps upon his watch, as well as
he that goes over to the enemy. 1

6

If one begins quoting Burke, it 1s difficult to stop. Many of his
speeches and writing are on spent issues and lost causes, but there is
scarcely one of them, not even those on the Regicide Peace, which do
not yield passages that are alve and vivid to-day. This massive,
solemn, seemingly unhumorous man 1s not only a great rhetorician
whose purple passages adorn the anthologies of oratory, he is one of
the subtlest and most penetrating analysts of political humah nature
and 1ts hidden motives. In that respect he 15 equalled only by
Machiavelli, but the difference between the two men 15 between the
sceptic and the believer, the sceptic who thought meanly of human
nature, the believer who valued it highly but knew its limitanons.
If one tried to define Burke'’s master-thought 1t would be found, I

1 Cf. Cicero on the same subject, supra, p. 121.
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think, in his own saying, * This is the true touchstone of all theorses
which regard man and the affairs of man : does 1t suit hus nature in
general ?—does it suit his nature as modified by his habits 2> The
modern dictator answers this question by saying that, if human nature
does not fit the institutions he thinks good for it, it shall and must be
7xade to fit.

This would have been hornfying to Burke, who had an immense
respect for the human material which is the subject of government.
For despots to do it violence or doctrinaires to force it into their own
mould was equally repugnant to him.,/ There is a curious anticipa-
tion of Lincoln’s Gettysburg speech in a speech on Parliamentary
reform in 1782. ‘ The mndividual 15 foohsh ; the multtude for the
moment 1s foolish, when they act without deliberation; but the
species is wise, and when tume is given to it, as a species it always acts
nght.” / Everyman is wiser than any man, but everyman must be
given time. Government, in his view, was a constant give and take
between rulers and ruled. * All government, indeed, every human
benefit and enjoyment, every virtue and every prudent act is founded
on compromiseand barter.” Governments do not make good their case
by pleading that they are justified in law, e.g. the British Government
by pleading that it is legally jusufied in taidng the American Colonzes.
Not what 1s lawful but what is expedient is the true test of statesman-
ship. / All oppressors attribute the frustration of their desires to the
want of sufficient rigour. Then they redouble the efforts of their
impotent cruelty :

Nations are not primarily ruled by laws ; less by violence. Whatever
onginal energy may be supposed either in force or regulations ; the operation
of both is, in truth, merely instrumental. Nations are governed by the same
methods and on the same principles by which an mdividual without authority
15 often able to govern those who are his equals or hus superiors ; by a know-
ledge of their temper, and by a judicious management of 1t ; I mean when
public affairs are steadily and quiedy conducted, not when government is
nothing but a continued scuffle between the magistrate and the multitude ; in
which sometimes the one and sometimes the other 1s uppermost ; 1 which
they alternately yicld and prevail, in a series of contemptible victories and
scandalous submissions. The temper of the people amongst whom he presides
ought therefore to be the first study of a statesman. And the knowledge of
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this temper 1t 1s by no means unpossible for hum to alutude, 1f he bas not an
imnterest mn being 1gnorant of what 1t 1s hus duty to learn.1

In these and similar observations which may be found scattered through
his writings and speeches, Burke scems to clicit and give expression
to all the characterisuics, live and let live, compromise, patience,
toleration, which were to be the acknowledged virtues of Briush
Parliamentarism in the nineteenth century. He was, above all things,
a gradualist. It was hus firm belief that you could do almost anything
with human nature if you gave it time, but that 1t would surely defeat
you 1n the long run if you tried to force 1t according to your arbitrary
will or into a pattern of your own devising. Ths led hun equally
to his detestation of tyranny and his denunciation of revolution.

1 Present Discontents.
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CHAPTER XXXI

THE AMERICAN CONSTITUTION

1

HE scene shifts now to the far side of the Atlantic, and we see
all the winds of doctrine blowing from Europe to the Colonists
who were fighting their battle against King George and his mimsters.
It is the fashion of modern American historians to tell the story in a
manner more merciful to the English than English hustorians have
done. They point out that after the Seven Years War had trans-
ferred Canada to England and broken the French power in the West,
the Colonists were able both to dispense with and finally to defy the
Englsh on whom till then they had rehed to defend them, or to help
them defend themselves, from the foreigner. Even so, the sequel
mght have been different, at least for a time, if King George and his
munisters had had the sense to understand that methods of govern-
ment and taxation which might be imposed upon a people who were
in this sense 1 a state of necessity were unlikely to be accepted for
long when they felt able to stand alone. It was at thus stage, as Burke
kept insisting, not so much what the English mimsters did as the
way in which they did it which gave offence. They might be entirely
within their rights, wholly justified 1n strict law and justice, and yet
it might be the grossest impolicy to insist upon these nghts in the
teeth of the Amencan feeling that they had become a form of
oppression.

There is more than a stroke of irony in what followed. The French,
whose eviction from the North American continent had twenty years
earher been a blessed relief to the Colonists, were now to be their main
support m evicting the English. There has been a long-lasting legend
that the Americans were sputred on to their revolt by reports of what

o, ;
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was happening in France and by studies of the French philosophers,
especially Rousseau, who reached them through the medium of
Benjamin Franklin and Thomas Pame. The high generalizations of
the Declaration of Independence and its appeal to the “self-evident
truth ” that *“all men are created equal, and that they are endowed
by their Creator with certain inalienable rights, and that among these
are hfe, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. . . . That to secure
these rights, Governments are mstituted, dertving their just powers
from the consent of the governed,” etc., etc., have lent colour to this
idea. Jefferson, who was the principal author of this document, no
doubt gathered much of his material from French sources, and used it
to season his rhetoric. But the Colonists were extremely practical
people, and 1t 15 pretry clear that in taking the extreme step of casting
off their allegiance to the British Crown they were less wfluenced by
Gallic 1deology, as 1t would now be called, than by the mtimations
given them that they might look for material support from the French
Government if they would go to this length. It was, in fact, not the
doctrine of Rousseau nor even the writings of Tom Pame (who was
with difficulty dissuaded from launching his anti-religious ideas upon
the Puritans of New England) which was the decisive factor at this
stage, but the extremely shrewd practical diplomacy of Benjamin
Franklin, who was said to have “ twisted King Lows XVI and his
munisters round his little finger ” at Pars.

Which of the two kings hurt humself more by his handling of the
American question—the Enghsh king by estranging, or the French
king by befriending, the Colonists—was afterwards very much m
doubt. Louis’s feelings on reading the Declaration of Independence
in the year 1776 must have been somewhat mixed, but he was under
the severe temptation of getung even with the old enemy of his
country, and it would have needed more foresight than kings and
ministers generally possessed, then or later, to perceive that a monarch
who helped other people to throw off a monarchy might be playing
with fire. The success of the American Revolution in 1783 undoubt-
edly gave 2 new impetus to the Revolutionary parties in France, and
it would be no great exaggeration to say that the American people
repaid their debt to Louis by encouraging his subjects to cut off his
head. It is one of the sardonic little facts in which history abounds
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that the treaty whereby “ these United States ” are acknowledged as
an mdependent Republic 1s known as the “ Treaty of Pars, 1783.”

2

It 15 difficult to recover the mood or the circumstances in which the
fifty-five delegates appomnted by the States assembled at Philadelphia
on May 14, 1787, to draft the American Constitution. There had
been some reaction since the victory was won and the people had
begun to realize the problems which lay i front of them. They were
a small people, less than four millions m number, divided into thirteen
States, and scattered over a wide area with a great variety of physical
features and the corresponding nterests and pursuits. The Congress
which kept them together during the war had worked badly even
then, and afterwards had become, as Washington said, no better than
anarchy. Communications were slow and even dangerous ; 1t took
as long to go from Chatleston to Boston as from London to New York.
Particularism was strong in most of the States, and many feared that
they might lose under a constitution the liberties that they had won in
the war. On the other hand, they were men of the same race, religion,
language, law, and tradition ; they had in Washington a chairman of
unnvalled influence and character, and among the delegates at least
two men of towerng ability, Benjamin Frankln and Alexander
Hamuilton, who would have held their own in any company. More-
over, in spite of the assistance given them in the war by France and
Spain, they were by no means certain what these friends, who
still had a footing on their continent, might do to them if they
did not hold together. The difficulties were great, but the alterna-
tives were anarchy and accumulating troubles m a very uncertain
future.

Accordingly the delegates sat down together to write a constitution,
not as an academic thesis but as a practical necessity for daily use and
wear. Nothing like it had ever been done before, and even the
stoutest hearts quailed when measuring the task before them. The
good sense which perceived from the beginming that perfection was
impossible, and that any compact which embraced thirteen different
States must be a compromise, carried them through. A British
Prime Minister has been heard to say that the American constitution
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1s the worst 1 the world, and some Americans watching 1ts checks
and balances and the operations of its Supreme Court have said much
the same m recent years. But the fact remams that 1¢ 1s sall, after 150
years m which the American people have multiplied more than
thirty-fold and their terntory has extended over the whole continent,
the main instrument by which they are governed. Its principal
historian, Lord Bryce, speaks of it as * ranking above every other
written constitution for the mtrinsic excellence of 1ts scheme, its
adaptation to the circumstances of the people, the simplicity, brevity
and precision of its language, its judicious muxture of definiteness in
prinaple with elasticity in details.” 1

Judged merely by its success in surviving, it must deserve some of
this tribute, but its authors seem to have had quite modest intentions,
and very dehberately to have avoided any clean cut with the past.
To carry the familiar methods of government practised in therr
States into the federal sphere ; to follow the British model, which
most of them still thought the best in the world, but to avoid the
weaknesses which had played into the hands of King George; to
guard the liberties of the subject against encroachments by superior
authority—these appear to have been the simple objects which they
set before themselves. Jefferson, the fiercest of therr democrats,
who was supposed to have a weakness for French theories, had just
succeeded Benjamin Franklin in Paris, and i lus absence the con-
servative and moderate counsels of Alexander Hamuilton, who was
chiefly impressed with the necessity of forafying the Federal Govern-
ment against the centrifugal tendencies of the States, had the greater
weight.

The delegates appear to have believed that they were following the
British model in the separation of the legislative, exccutive, and judicial
powers from one another, which 1s generally regarded as the specality
of the' American constitution. Montesquieu, whose works they con-
sulted, is supposed to have misled them on that point. If so, Mon-
tesquieu, as suggested in a previous chapter, must be acquitted of
blame, for in 1748, when his Esprit des Lois was published, the system
of Cabinet responsibility to Parliament, which afterwards became the

1 Bryce, America Commonwealth, 2nd ed., I, p. 25.
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Britsh model, had by no means become established, and would
scarcely have been recognized as their normal practice by the Briish
themselves. We should be near the truth if we said that the separation
of the three powers would have been the British system 1f King George
had had his way ; for in that case the King would have been in control
of the executive, and he and lus friends would almost certainly have
reduced Parliament to an advisory or at the best a purely legislative
body. This was the constitution contemplated by Bolingbroke, with
the “ patriot king ” at the head of 1t. That a system which was bad
and tyrannical when a hereditary monarch held the reins could be
made good and democractic by placing an elective President at 1ts
head seems to have been the American thought.

3

But even if the analogy was a false one, it had useful results. The
British model was well adapted to a homogeneous people living 1 a
compact area in which opinion can be compressed nto a few dominant
types, and a party system resting on a foundation of certain general
ideas held in common be made the basis of stable government respon-
sible to Pathament. But where there are many different States
scattered over a wide area, and local opimon 1s various and discon-~
nected, parties are unlikely to consolidate in this simple form which
makes it safe to leave Governments at their mercy. The English
themselves failed to bring Ireland within their system, and a fatal
kind of discord is too easily set up when a large bloc differing in race
and religion is included 1 a Parliament which controls the Executive.
It is extremely improbable that responsible government in the English
sense would have worked in the federal Parliament of so populous and
varied a country as the United States. If the fathers of the American
constitutionstumbled accidentally on this conclusion, 1t must be counted
to them for good luck ; if they perceived or foresaw it, 1t 1s a tribute
the more to their foresight and wisdom. British admnistrators wll
think themselves fortunate if they succeed in explaining to Indians
that the American model 1s better sutted than the British to the federal
government of a continent.

But the real muracle is that even with the subsequent amendments
this constitution drawn up at the end of the eighteenth century for
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four mullion mamly agnicultural people should have sufficed for the
immense and varied population of the United States 150 years later.
Ths continuity has been an immense advantage, but there 1s inevic-
ably a contra-account. The fathers of the consttution shirked the
question of slavery and left the nght of secession an open question,
thereby laying the seeds of a terrible civil war. They left the States
so fortified and entrenched in their separate systems that when they
grew 1nto one community, it was difficult, and sometimes impossible
to provide them with the common legislation which a2 modern com-
munity ought to have. Most serious of all, m some respects, they
left the different States to provide their own judiciary and police,
thus depriving the country of a umform system of law and justice
removed from corruption and pohitical influence.  Finally the steps
which they took to guard the constitution from rash changes have so
effectively tied 1t up as to block the road to what in other countries is
called progressive legislation. An unintended consequence of some
of these provisions 1s that the Supreme Court, which was intended
only to be the interpreter of law, has become m the popular eye a sort
of additional Second Chamber placing its veto on legislaion which
the country desires. The Judges may reply that they can do no other.
It 1s not their fault if the mterpretation of a hundred-and-fifty-year-old
constitution entails this consequence Any written constitution is a
kind of social contract which begins to expire as soon as it is adopted,
and its validity wall then depend on the success of subsequent genera-
tions in revising it.

To the work of the Convention which drafted and agreed upon the
American constitution succeeded that of procuring its acceptance by
educating the American public mn its principles. To this Alexander
Hamulton, John Jay, and James Madison—especially Hamilton—
contributed heroically with their pens. Their articles, which came
hot from the press number by number in New York between October,
1787 and April, 1788, and were afterwards reprinted in the Federalist,
are among the best examples of serious political propaganda, and their
effectiveness may be judged from the fact that Hamilton won ratifi-
cation from the doubting State of New York against what had seemed
to be overwhelming odds. They are without rival as continuous and
detailed expositions of great constitutional issues. They draw widely
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from Greek and Roman as well as modern history, and not seldom
remund us of Burke in their spacious generalizations :

Justice is the end of government. It is the end of civil society. It ever has
been and ever will be pursued until 1t be obtaned, or until liberty be lost in the
pursuit. In a society under the forms of which the stronger faction can readily
unite and oppress the weaker, anarchy may as truly be said to reign asin a state
of nature, where the weaker mdividual 1s not secured against the violence of
the stronger ; and as, in the latter state, even the stronger mdividuals are
prompted, by the uncertanty of their condition, to submit to a government
which may protect the weak as well as themselves ; so, in the former state,
will the more powerful factions or parties be gradually induced, by a like
motive, to wish for a government which will protect all parties, the weaker
as well as the more powerful. It can be little doubted that if the State of
Rhode Island was separated from the Confederacy and left to itself, the
msecurity of nghts under the popular form of government within such narrow
limuts would be displayed by such reterated oppressions of factious majorities
that some power altogether independent of the people would soon be called
for by the voice of the very factions whose musrule had proved the necessity
of it. In the extended republic of the United States, and among the great
varuety of nterests, parties, and sects which it embraces, a coalition of 2 majorty
of the whole soctety could seldom take place on any other principles than those
of justice and the general good.

They who have turned their attention to the affairs of men, must have
perceived that there are tides in them ; tdes very irregular in their duration,
strength, and direction, and seldom found to run twice exactly in the same
manner or measure. 'To discern and to profit by these tides in national affairs
is the busmness of those who preside over them ; and they who have had much
experience on this head inform us, that there are frequently occasions when
days, nay, even when hours, are precious.  The loss of a battle, the death of a
prince, the removal of a mmnsster, or other circumstances intervening to change
the present posture and aspect of affairs, may turn the most favourable ude
into a course opposite to our wishes. As m the field, so in the cabinet, there
are moments to be seized as they pass, and they who preside in exther should be
left in capacity to improve them.2

]
Like Burke, Hamilton towards the tragic close of his life became more
and more alive to the danger of popular government, and more and
more insisted on the need of bulwarks against the democrantic tide.

1 The Federalist, No. s1. (Hamulton or Madison). 2 Ibid., No. 64 (Jay).
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CHAPTER XXXII

THE OLD RADICALS

I

N the last thirty years of the eighteenth century extra-Parhamentary
agitation was rapidly developed m all parts of England.
Political associations and correspondence commuttees were now being
set up in the provincial cities as well as in London, and all were learning
how to set their mobs in motion. A special class of “ friends of the
people,” men of advanced views who had no chance of being elected
to Parhament, now began to make their influence felt as agitators,
journahsts, and pamphleteers. Of such were the old radicals,/ John
Cartwnight, Joseph Priestley, Richard Price, John Jebb, Horne Tooke.
" Behind these again were the Liberal and Radical philosophers Jeremy
Bentham, Willam Godwin, James Mill, to mention only the most
important. !

2

Most of these men had the peculiarly British quality of puritanical
rationalism. Their thoughts and (in most cases) their lives were
austere ; the enormous belief that they had in reason as the guide to
human affairs kept them aloof from the masses and disarmed them as
revolutionaries. Though some of their doctrines were French mn
origmn, they were quite incapable of the romantic mob oratory of the
French revolutionaries. With few exceptions their writings were
extremely dull, their thoughts being concentrated on a purely abstract
kind of political theory in which Parhamentary reform, as understood
by the middle classes, played the leading part. If they glanced at
what 2 modern world calls the social question as manifested in the
daily struggle of the masses for food and shelter, it was generally to
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dismiss 1t as outside the sphere of government Wilhlam Godwin,
the author of Political Justice, was said to have kindled a passionate
emotion m emancipated youth (mncluding huis son-in-law, Shelley)
with his advanced views about property and the mairiage laws, but
he disliked the practice of these views 1 lus own family circle, and a
contemporary says that m soctety he cither fell asleep or was the cause
of sleep i others.  Man, 1 his view, was a machine and his behaviour,
which was called morality, mught be calculated with mathematical
exactness, if 1t was worth while to do so, which he gravely doubted in
his less sangune moments.

Godwin was all but an anarchist ; men, he said, should subnut to
truth and jusuce only; submission to governments was largely
immoral. Most of the others thought the franchse to be the door of
entry to the political millennium. They demanded universal suffrage
and annual Parhaments. “ The Englsh naton,” said Rousseau,
* thanks that 1t is free, but 1t 1s greatly mustaken, for 1t 1s so only during
the election of members of Parhament ; as soon as they are elected, 1t
is enslaved and counts for nothing.” 1 If this were the true theory of
freedom, the Iife of a free man would be one of unceasing elections.
The English radicals were content to ask for annual elections. The
Septenmial Act, said Cartwright, suspends the liberty of the nation for
six parts in seven of human hfe. That a member of Parhiament should
be elected for only one year, and that during that year he should be a
delegate carrying out the instructions of his constituents was the
radical doctrine. In this way, and 1n this way only, could the electors
be assured that they were not being enslaved by their own represen-
tatives.

3

It has been said that the greatest Englishman of the eighteenth cen-
tury was not the great Lord Chatham, nor hus son, nor Burke, but
John Wesley, the heroic httle man who went from village to village
on his tired horse braving msult and ridicule to preach ls gospel of
salvation to a multitude which had either not known or had forgotten
Chnistianity. Certainly of no other can it be said that after 200 years
his followers in the English-speakmg world number at least twenty

1 Social Contract, Book III, Sect. 15.
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mullion, and of very few that their mfluence was so far-teaching in so
many directions. Communists who believe rehgion to be the
“ optum of the people ” have cited Wesley as one of the leading, if
unconscious. agents in administering this narcotic, and have attributed
to his influence the fact that the Enghsh ruling class were able to carry
their poor without serious trouble through the dangerous period of
the French Revolution. Those who believe 1n the gospel of class-
hatred or who think that the English poor would have gamed by a
violent upheaval on the French model may be left in possession of ths
idea. There 1s no doubt at all that Wesley did bring the Christian
spirit into thousands of humble homes, and that in so doing he softened
manners and encouraged charity and forbearance. His mfluence was
by no means confined to his own followers and converts. It awoke
the Anglican Church, which at the end of the eighteenth century
seemed to be sunk in sloth and worldliness, to a new life ; it helped to
revive a spirit of piety and dutifulness in all classes, and prepared the
way for the great philanthropic movements of the nineteenth century.
Certamly 1t cannot be left out of account if we are considering either
the social or the pohucal hife of the nmeteenth century. The spint
of Wesley was still alive in the Nonconformust conscience at the end
of that century.

Exemplary as most of the old radicals were m their private lves,
they prided themselves on being proof agamst all religious emotions.
They were, m fact, sternly and conscientiously irreligious. Coleridge
said 1n after years, *“ It was God’s mercy to our age that Jacobins werc
infidels and a scandal to all sober Christians. Had they been like
the old Puritans they would have trodden Church and King to dust.”
More than anything else it was their atheism which c7poscd them to
the reaction which followed the French Revoludon./ The tide now
ran violently against them, and not least among the muddle class,
whose revolt against the ruling olgarchy had ull then been their
prncipal support. The Revolution scared this class and drove
powerful champions of popular rights, like Burke, into the Conserva-
tive camp.,’ After the Revolution came the war, which enabled the
Government to brand all opposition as treason while it lasted and to
cling tenaciously to power when 1t was over. Pitt hastily withdrew
his scheme of Parhamentary reform, which would have created a
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hundred free country constituencies, and stringent coercion now
became the weapon of the ruling class.

Now and for the next twenty-five years radicalism bccame a
dangerous trade to be pursued under threat of impnsonment, trans-
portation, and even the gallows. John Frost was sentenced to six
months’ imprisonment and to stand for an hour in the pillory at
Charing Cross because he had been overhead to say in a coffee-house
that he was * for equality and no King.” Watt and Downie were
actually sentenced at Edinburgh to be hanged, drawn, and quartered.
Cobbett, who was only half a radical—the rest of him being pure
agricultural Tory—was sentenced to two years imprisonment in
1810, and thought humself extremely lucky to be permitted to feed
himself from his own farm and to edit his Register from prison. In
1830 the so-called * peasant rising,” an agitation of labourers to obtain
a wage of 25 64. a day, led to the hanging of several and the transporta-
tion of no less than 450 to Australia. During the same years indis-
criminate Enclosure Acts, justified as the means to a more scienafic
agriculture, extinguished the yeoman class and reduced the number of
property-owners to a minimum.

hen at length the tide turned, what chiefly survived of the radical
doctrine was a deep distrust and suspicion of government. Setious-
minded and disinterested men who had watched the proceedings of
Governments in the last years of the eighteenth and early nineteenth,
centuries concluded almost of necessity that government was an evib*
They had seen a half~mad king and a corrupt Parliament plundering
the taxpayer and exalting particular interest at the expense of the
public. They had seen perpetual encroachments on hberty in the
name of Governments which cloaked the pretensions of cliques and
powerful families with the forms of authorized power. The experience
seemed to prove 1t impossible that human beings could be trusted with
power over their fellow-creatures and not abuse it. To keep govern-
ment, therefore, within the narrow limits in which its operations could
be checked by a vigilant public opinion and the processes of law seemed
the natural remcdy./ With few exceptions this note is struck by all the
Radicals, practical and philosophical. Cobbett is against the * thing,”
the * system,” which when analysed turns out to be the ruling caste
entrenched in government. / Bentham's busy and benevolent brain
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spins many schemes for human betterment, but they are all schemes in
which the people are encouraged to help themselves without the
mtervention of government. Soctalist Utopias in which a benevolent
Government orders the hife of a model community are either passed
unnoticed by these thinkers or dismissed as amiable dreams.  “ Owen,”
says Bentham, * begimns in vapour and ends in smoke.”  “ All legislauve
interference,” says Place, “ must be permicrous. Men must be left
to themselves to make their own bargams ; the law must compel the
observance of compacts, the fulfilment of contracts. There 1t should
end.”

If we wish to trace to its source the individualism which charac-
terized British Liberalism and Radicalism for the first three-quarters
of the nineteenth century we may find it here.

3

Subsequent critics have dwelt so much on the defects and limira-
tions of the old Radrcals that we are in danger of forgetting the
services that they rendered in their time. It may therefore be worth
while to dwell for a little on their positive contribution to the course of
Bridish politics.

Judged by results, by far the most important of the Englsh theorists
of the late exghteenth and early nneteenth century is Jeremy Bentham.
With his innumerable crotchets and Ius passion for improving things,
he 1s the White Knught of these times. / There is no question which he
is not ready to answer, no emergency for which he has not made some
provision. He is beyond all question benevolent and disinterested,
but he seems at great pains to give his virtues a forbidding aspect.
He believed, like Godwin, that conduct and morals could be reduced
to mathematical formulas, he had no patience with poetry,! colours,
romance, emotion. To music alone he permitted a place, and it is
one of the oddities of his singular character that he was steeped in
Bach and played the organ more than passably well. Nevertheless
he had moments of high excitement i the development of his political
theories. Taking up an essay by the Birmingham radical Priestley, he

1 His definition of prose and poetry was : * Prose is that which goes on
to the margin except at the end of a paragraph ; poetry 1s that which stops
short of 1t.”
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chanced upon this sentence: “The good and happiness of the
members of any State is the great standard by which everything
relating to that State must finally be determined.” It seems an
obvious platitude to a modern reader, but 1t did not seem so to
Bentham. “I cried out,” he says, “as it were in an inward ecstasy,
like Archimedes on the discovery of the fundamental prciples of
hydrostatics : etpnxa.” Thus was born the famous formula
“the greatest happiness of the greatest number.” From this moment
the utilitarian philosophy was started on its career.

In treating man as a self-regarding animal, Bentham and his schoo]
did not fundamentally differ from Hobbes and the other theorsts
who traced him back to the jungle and held his subsequent develop-
ments to be mamifestations of an enlightened self-mnterest. All alike
were n difficulties 1n trying to explain why man alone of the animals
was capable of these developments and what put it into his head to
seek security either by submutting to Ius supertors or taming his own
savage breast. But the special success of the utilitarians lay m the
sublimation—to use the modern word—of the primitive instincts.
At their touch the herds of jostling, self-assertive, mutually destructive
animals were transformed 1nto societies of peaceful, dutiful, conscien-
tious citizens, each of whom suppressed his own appettes in order to
seek the happiness of the greatest number, being impelled thereto by
the exerase of hus reasoning faculty, which told lum that in so acting
he was serving his own highest interest. Acceptance of thus theory
mught not produce in all the inward ecstasy which it excited in Ben-
tham, but it brought peace of mind to the rationalist, who had been
ill at ease, while night-conduct, as he acknowledged it to be, seemed
to have no intellectual jusnfication. The golden rule no longer
needed a mystical background ; it could be practised by a conscien-
tious rationalist without compromising his intellectual integrity. A
positvist could jomn it on to the religion of humanity and make 1t one
of his principal articles of belief.

Hegelian tutors and lecturers were still nddling the utilitarian theory
and its formulas with the small shot of class-room criticism when
I was an undergraduate at Oxford. “ Utlitarian,” they said, was a
grand word for ““ useful,” but useful for what, they wanted to know.
If the answer was “ the greatest happmess of the greatest number,”
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then what was meant by happiness ® Was it material or intellectual,
could the happmess of 2 poet or 2 musician be measured against that of
a banker or a jockey ? If everybody was to sacrifice himself for the
sake of somebody else, would not all suffer a diminution of happiness
and the object be defeated in the effort to attam it ?  The picture of
the mdividual Iife bemg swamped in this aimless altrusm was painted
in lively colours and duly repeated by students 1 answer to questions
in examination papers.

And yet, looking back on it after fifty years, I am convinced that all
these little points were of no importance compared with the immense
value of this formula in the development of English politics. To
numbers of serious and high-minded men 1t was 2 new light, revealing
a hitherto unexplored world of disinterested endeavour for the
common good./ If one asks how the English Parliament, which all
through the cighteenth century had been a by-word for corruption
and venality, became in the first forty years of the nineteenth century
an example to all the world of punty and mtegnity, the answer must,
I think, be that m these years the philosophical Radicals, professing the
utilitarian theory, had preached respect and reverence for the some-
thing which they called “ the public mterest ” and made its betrayal
seem treason and crime. Their contemporaries thought them a
shade too self-conscious of their own virtue 1 suppressing their own
selfish instincts for the benefit of the greatest number, but the deifica-
tion of the greatest number was a great step forward 1 the exaltation
of the public interest over the private.

Heremn they were unconsciously joining hands with John Wesley
and the Christians. It is in the combimnation of the two that we find
the secret of Victorian England.

4
John Stuart Mill, who by his character no less than his writings was
a great and beneficent influence in the middle years of the nineteenth
century, saw in later days the limitations of individualist radicalism
and the unforeseen consequences to which it was tending. A concep-
tion of freedom which left the hittle child free to sell his “ labour ”
for ten hours a day at seven years of age and looked askance at * collec-
tive bargaming " as an encroachment on the liberty of the workman
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to make his own bargain with the votaries of freedom who were
developing the industries of the towns, was manifestly in conflict
with the humamty which the individualist Liberal had himself made
the basis of his doctrine. The turning point came with the agitation
fot the repeal of the Corn Laws. | ' John Bright might be opposed to
factory acts, but he could not melt great audiences to tears about the
pmch ‘of poverty in humble homes without stirnng them to think
.about other things that caused suffering besides the taxation of bread.
The retahiation of the country party upon the laisser-faire capitalism
" of free-trade manufacturers was just and salutary and started both
parties upon a more humane view of political action. '
| Considering the high demands of the old Radicals at the end of the
eighteenth century, 1t is strange that democracy should have made so
little progress in England in the nineteenth century. The Reform
Bill of 1832 abolished the rotten boroughs at a stroke, and was to
that extent a heavy blow at the ascendency of the landed class, but 1t
left the workers wholly unenfranchised and admitted only about half
the middle class. / Nevertheless, the most influential of the radical
leaders, especially Cobbett and Place, were active in its support as the
best possible to be expected m the then circumstances. ! Forty-five
years were still to pass before the town workers were brought in by a
measure of household suffrage in the boroughs which was carried by
a Conservauve Government in the teeth of Whig Opposition.
Followed fifteen years later the enfranchisement of the agricultural
labourers or as many of them as had a household qualification. But
it was not until 1918, when the Great War was still raging, that England
became a democracy in the sense 1 which that word was understood
by the eighteenth-century radicals, all property qualifications being
swept away and the suffrage given'as a nght to all adults of both sexes.
The movement for Women Suffrage owed its first impulse to John
Stuart Mill and a group of old Liberals but its success was due to the
shrill and formidable agitation of the young women of the twentieth
century
" would be an entire mistake to treat Liberal and Democratic as
equivalent terms during the nineteenth century. For the greater
part of 1t all the Whigs and most of the old Liberals drew a sharp
line between Liberalism and Democracy./ In his book Parliamentary
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Reform, Walter Bagehot, who better than any other writer expressed
the view of these men, rebukes Liberals for having *“ a vague kind of
abstract 1dea that the franchise must be extended some time or other.”
They “ would have been shocked,” he says, “to hear themselves
called democrats, but when they talked about reform, their language,
so far as 1t had meaning at all, had 2 democratic meaning ”  Bagehot
speaks approvingly of the * balance of 1832,” the balance w'uch gave
the predomunant influence m the State to “ the gencral aggregate of
faurly instructed men.” All that he thought necessary to do was “ to
enlarge the mnfluence of the growing parts of the nation as compared
with the stationary ” ; to “ augment the influence of the capitalist
classes,” but “to withstand the pernicious theories which some of
them ” (e.g John Bright) “ for the moment advocate, to organize an
expression for the desires of the lower order, but to withstand even
the commencement of a democratic revolution.”
/The ideal politician of these times was an elderly man of moderate
opinions with a stake in the country and some expenence in the
management of affairs either as a magistrate or mn business. / Victorian
England came near the Amstotelian 1dea of a ruling middle class,
except that Aristotle would have excluded nearly all the men of
business as pursuing unworthy and demeaning occupations. / Clever-
ness, onginality, too much thinking were to be deprecated in public
men. A statesmen, said Bagehot, should be a man of first-class
capacity and second-rate ideas. The objection to workers as pol-
tictans was that, being self-taught, they were liable to suffer from
“ fervid ideas of unseasonable originality.” In a well-balanced com-
munity such 1deas needed some expression, but care must be taken
that it was not too much. It would be sufficient to give the working
class the run of a few selected constituencies, while reserving all the
rest to the “ fairly intelligent and reasonably educated part of the
community.” Aristotle had admitted that there was a certain kind
of wisdom in the masses which was denied to the wise and prudent,
but if there was such a wisdom, the mntellectual Liberal of the Victorian
age thought that a very slight tincture of it would be sufficient.
Zven John Stuart Mull, who, I think, would not have been alarmed to
rear himself called a democrat, favoured proportional representation
ind various kinds of fancy franchise to prevent “ instructed opinion ™
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from being swamped by the mass vote. Checks and balances were
the order of the day.

s

Never were Bntish politics so dominated by theory as in the first
fifty years of the nineteenth century. The old Liberals had a theory
for everything. Bentham, Adam Smuth, James Mill, Malthus—
above all Malthus—covered the whole ground with theories, most of
which were negative. Government must not interfere with trade ;
1t must not stand between the poor and the consequences of a thriftless
multiplication beyond the limits of subsistence ; it must not restrict
free bargaining between employers and employed. The unforeseen
consequences of legislation, which with the best intentions generally
had pemnicious results, was a frequent theme of nineteenth-century
writers and speakers. Before the end of the century, Herbert Spencer
had pushed the doctrine to the verge of anarchy. Yet, stern as they
looked, theomnsts of this school were generally benevolent and dis-
interested ; 1if they seemed cruel, it was, as they explained, only to be
kind. It was no kindness to fight against the law of nature which had
decreed the struggle for existence and prescribed the penalties for those
who failed.

he doctrine bore good fruit in its time, and under its mfluence
Parliament did notable work 1n abating privilege and removing dis-
abilities. But what most of the theorists had failed to perceive was
that their theory carried far beyond the limits that they themselves
had imposed upon it. If the appeal was to nature, and governments
were to stand aside from the rewards which she offered to the fit and
the penalties which she prescribed for the unfit, then the whole struc-
ture of society and almost all that was called civilization might be
arraigned as presumptuous interferences with her laws. Nature
knows nothing of a system which puts all the forces of law and order
at the disposal of those who own property. The question now
arose how that was to be reconciled with the equal opportunity for
all and the careers open to talents at which the Liberal theorist pro-
fessed to aim. For an immense number there was evidently no such
career within the limits of their existence. Something mught be said
for a system which protected the property which a man had acquired
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by lus own efforts, but how, on the principles of Herbert Spencer,
justfy the accumulation of hereditary wealth, ensuring the sons and
daughters of the wealthy a pampered and sheltered hife, while all the
others were thrown on the world to engage in the struggle for
existence ?

Joseph Chamberlain let a most alarming cat out of 1ts bag when he
said m his “ unauthorized ” speeches before the election of 1885 that
the rich owed “ransom” to the poor. The word raised angry
protests from Whigs and Conservatives, but the theorists saw the
necessity of revising their doctrine. . They now said that the real umt
of society was not the individual, as Herbert Spencer supposed, but
the family, and that if the family was not permitted to make provision
for its offspring by handing on 1ts wealth, the most creditable motive
for industry and that which sweetened toil for the breadwinner would
be removed. It was precisely on this incentive that the greater part
of civilization had been built up. If founding a famly was to be
forbidden, and everything that a man made was to perish wath him or
be confiscated at hus death, then life would become a confused struggle
1n which each generation would seek to consume what 1t produced and
hand nothing on to 1ts successor. /

On this side, also, there was undoubted truth, but nothing was the
same after Chamberlain had spoken, /The Liberal now realized that
he could not go on talking about * equality of opportunity " unless
he made a serious effort to equalize conditions between rich and poor.
The great and stll unfinished struggles over taxation, the advocacy
by both parties of social reform, and the institution of the social services
date from this point. The Liberal party worked unremittangly on
the new lines untl its career was ended by the war./

6

In international affairs Victonan Liberals sympathized with all the
young European nationalities struggling into exastence or endeavouring
to throw off the yoke of foreign potentates. Within the bounds of
prudence they threw the influence of British Governments on the
side of Iraly, Hungary, Bulgana, and the various Balkan peoples who
were in revolt against Turkish or Austrian rule. They even preferred
Prussia to the France of Napoleon III, and were generally on her side
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in the war of 1870. But they failed to foresee the rivalries and ani-
mosities which would be set up between the nations or the havoc
which would be wrought by the excesses of national sovereigny.
The Europe of their dreams was a famuly of free States, undisturbed
in their self~determination, and brought more and more 1nto peaceful
relations by the extension of trade and the acceptance of the doctrine
of Adam Smuth  Gladstone, in advance of hus time, expounded the
1dea of a Concert of Europe 1n terms which muight have been used to
describe the League of Nations.

Can a democracy govern an Empire ? Thus question, raised by the
Greeks, was answered in a characteristically British manner by the
Governments and Parhaments of the nineteenth century. If governing
an Empire meant governing men of European race and equal civihiza-
tion from the capital of Great Britain, the American War of Inde-
pendence had taught Bntish statesmen that it was dangerous, costly,
and unprofitable. Pericles said that in spite of her devotion to
democracy and free mstitutions, Athens had earned the utle of the
“Tyrant City ” when she attempted to turn her city-state into an
empire. Similarly, Great Brtain found that, however benevolent
and disinterested her intentions mught be, she too was in danger of
being dubbed a tyrant when she endeavoured to impose her rule
upon men of her own race who had founded colonies and commu-
nities in distant parts of the world. The lesson was not learnt without
tears, but long before the end of the century it had become an acknow-
ledged principle that for all these self-government, extending even to
fiscal freedom, was the condition of their loyal adhesion to the British
Commonwealth. The principle was severely tested after the South
African War, when many thought it the height of rashness to extend
this freedom to the Dutch who had recently been in arms against
Great Britain. But this too was splendidly justified by the results.

“The British Empire considered as a whole, defies classtfication
and bears no real resemblance to any other political organization
which now exists or has yet been tried.” So runs the memorandum
adopted by the Conference on Inter-Imperial relations 1 1926, and
the * Statute of Westminster,” passed five years later, fully jusafies

his descripnon of it. This abounds in unsolved legal problems,
touching the position of the Sovereign, the right to secede, and so
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forth.! Under 1t, the British Commonwealth 15 a League of Nations
without sanctions. It 1s inherent in 1ts Constitution that no members
of 1t shall coerce any other. The addition of Article XVI of the League
Covenant to the Statute of Westminster would have caused it to be
rejected by all 1s members. They stand or fall as 2 voluntary associa-
tion bound together by tradition, sentiment, and self-interest. No
compulsion could make 1t succeed if good will were lacking ; any
attempt to apply compulsion would be fatal to good wall.

But the Statute of Westminster 1s only a part of the story—the
part which applies to the self~governing Dominions. There remain
India and the vast tropical dependencies of the Britsh Crown. The
Greek who drew a sharp line between the civilized Greck and
uncivilized or “ barbarian ™ outer world would probably have said
—if he could have imagmned such an Empire—that  tyranny ” was
the night kind of rule for all the non-Briish or non-European ele-
ments. Great Britain can make no such distinction. In India she
finds herself dealing with a great and ancient avilization which has
powerfully influenced religion and thought in the Western world and
which, under her own tutelage and unifying control, has developed a
vivid national self-consciousness. For her too 1t has become neces-
sary to provide a self~governing constitution which will not relegate
her to an inferior status, compared with the self~governing Dominions.
She presents a unique problem with many complications which cannot
be solved at one step, but ability to solve it aright 1s one of the great
tests of the art of free government.

Nor, 1f we look ahead, 1s that likely to be the end of the story.
The coloured races under the British flag are more and more putting
in their claim to a voice 1n their own government, to a life of their
own, and to guarantees agamst unfar cxploitation. The questions
they raise are varied and difficult, and require a corresponding variety
of skill and knowledge. I have suggested 1 a previous chapter
that one at least of the causes of the decline and fall of the Roman
Empire was a failure to keep its output of adminsstranve talent up to
the needs of its enormous terntory. A simular problem faces the
Bnitish Empire in relation to 1ts dependencies. The crease m the

1 See the author’s Great Britain, Empire and Commonwealth, pp. 739-42.
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numbers of the bureaucracy required for domestic purposes is all the
time drawing heavily on a necessarily hmited reservoir of adminis-
tratve ability.

Here agam we are 1n the presence of a vast experiment in the art of
government. I think 1t should be brought home to the nations and
dependencies under the Briush flag that their hope of preserving and
mamtaiung free mstitutions depends in these days immensely on the
success of this experiment. If that fails, we should probably see the
same swing-back towards tyranny in other parts of the world that
we are now witnessing in Europe. Those who are discontented with
the British system may be asked to consider whether they are likely to
be able to stand alone, and 1if not, whether any other partnership
than that of the British Commonwealth offers them a better prospect
of realizing their hopes and desires.

The Great War by extingwshing Liberalism and substituting
Socialism as the regular opposition and the alternative government
brought a new school of theorists on to the scene. This raised
questions about the future of Parliament which must be considered 1n
another chapter.
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CHAPTER XXXIII

MODERN PARLIAMENTARISM

I

!IT was the middle-class men enfranchised by the Reform Bill of

1832 who laid the foundations of the modem Parhiamentary
system. Bringing their keen sense of duty and busmess-ltke methods
to bear on the affairs of the nation, they cleared Parliament of corrup-
tion, made 1t orderly in 1ts habuts, and established for 1c the respect and
reverence which contimued throughout the nineteenth century.
These men might be narrow in their outlook about the sphere of
government, hard in their conduct of their own businesses, and timid
in their reception of new ideas; but they were extremely efficient
within their own limits, and they made the Englhsh Parhament a
highly efficient business assembly. ' Undl the Irish came on the scene
and mvented the art of obstruction, requiring new and stringent rules
of procedure, they needed nothing but their own instinct for fair
play and orderly procedure to keep debate within bounds and ensure
that business should be completed in reasonable time. Parliaments
in these days produced a succession of leaders, of whom Gladstone
was the supreme example, who were first-rate and highly scrupulous
men of business as well as skilful Parliamentarians and cloquent leaders
of men.!

It was in these years specially that the rules governing finance
became as laws of the Medes and Persians for the British Pacliament.
These were first of all that Governments and Governments alone
should be responsible for the annual budgets, and that they should

1 The Pubhc Life, T, p 24. In this chapter I have repeated one or two phrases
or short passages from the same source
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stand or fall on any financial proposal of importance. Next, and
corresponding to this, that Finance Bills should be debated mn *“ Com-
muttee of the whole House ” ; and third that no private member
should be permutted to propose new taxes or measures increasmng
- public expenditure without obtaining the authority of the House m a
special resolution which needed to be backed by the Secretary to the
Treasury, i e. to obtain the consent of the Government. These rules
have been the sheet-anchors of public solvency i Great Britamn and
have saved the nation from the periodic financial crises which afflict
other Parliamentary countries. But this system could scarcely have
stood the test of ime unless British Governments had been assured a
relanvely long life. For they assume, generally speaking, that the
same Government will be 1n office when a Budget is introduced and
when it passes into law, and they would almost certainly be dis-
regarded 1f Governments were liable in Britain, as in certam other
Parhamentary countries, to pass from the scene between the intro-
duction and completnon of their finance bills. That may happen m
Great Buitain, but 1t happens too seldom to affect the system. When
1t does happen a new Government must either make itself wholly
responstble for the Budget of its predecessors or introduce a new one
for which it will take the same responsibihty.

Enghshmen have been so accustomed to take this system for granted
that they are in some danger of forgetting its importance. That is
best seen by comparing it with the French system, under which a
Government with a precarious existence introduces its financial scheme
and hands it over for scrutiny or amendment to Committees of the
Chamber and Senate. After weeks or months, in which the Govern-
ment proposing it may have passed out of office, it 1s returned in a
form m which its original authors scarcely recognize it and could not
be expected to take responsibihity for 1t. So the year ends with the
Budget unbalanced, and a deficit caused by the disallowance of taxes
or new proposals for expenditure has to be met by borrowing. The
borrowings mount up and produce periodic crises, flights of capital
abroad, and depreciation of currency. A succession of these crises
produces disorder and is extremely threatening to Parliamentary
government.
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2

/Tt may be said, then, that a large part of the success of Parliamentary
government 1 Great Britain has depended on two factors : (1) the
stability of Governments through the retention of the power of dissolu-
tion m the hands of the executive ; and (2) the strict management of
finance. But, important as these things may be, they would not alone
ensure the success and permanence of Parliamentary msatutions.
There are other imponderable factors of great importance m which,
so far, Great Brtain has shown a good example, and which are equally
necessary to give full meaning to the expression government by consent.
Can we rely on their continuance at a tme when the scope of Parlia-
mentary action has been immensely extended, and the controversies
between parties and classes have been correspondingly intensified ?
The substitution of the Labour or Socialist party for the Liberal
as the regular Opposition m the British Parliament raises this question
in new forms on which past experience offers little guidance. The old
parties came near breaking the Parlamentary machine on the Irish
question 1 1913 and 1914, but there was no other queston in sight
which threatened any fundamental schism. Both had in view the
same type of economic society, both were opportunist and flexible
in deciding the next step in domestic policy, neither exacted any
positve test from its members. Up to the war British Labour was
(according to Contmental standards) deeply tainted with “ bourgeois
Liberalism ” ; it had worked in complete harmony with the Liberal
party in the 1906 Parliament, and had apparently had no object in
view but to quicken the pace of Liberal and Radical legislation.
After the war, however, it adopted the title of * Socialist ” and its
more ardent members sought to bring it into line with Continental
Socialists by adopting their theory of the “ class-war” and their
idea of the party as an exclusive and highly disciplined body refusmg
compromise and declining co-operation with any other party or group.
Can British Parliamentary methods be adjusted to the new doctrme
or to a party constituted on these hnes ?  Can they survive if the give
and take, the consideration for minorities, the gradualism and the
moderation which have hitherto been the essence of the Parhamentary
system are rejected by the impatient idealists of 2 new order? To
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attempt to answer that question in detaill would take me into the
region of prophecy, which is stll the most gratuitous form of error.
But a few general observations may be risked.

The Socialist doctrine 15 totalitarian : it contemplates the substitu-
tion of bureaucrats and experts for private persons over the chief part
of the national activities, and 1n the countries m which 1t 15 prac-
tised in any systematic way it 1s found to be quite incompatible with
free cnnasm or Parliamentary government as we understand it.
Its more advanced advocates in this country have already told us that
its establishment i the manner that they desire would require the
suspension of Parhamentary methods, at all events for the time being,
and it does not seem probable that, when once suspended, they would
easily be restored. Whatever the menits of the Socualist doctrine, I
think 1t must be recognized that one of the most serious problems 1t
raises is that of combming it with free Parhamentary methods.

It 1s improbable that Britsh politicians will push any doctrine to the
logical and fanatical extremes that may be seen 1n other countries,
but experience since the war suggests that the new kind of pohiics is
not casily digested by the British Parhiament. Instead of choosing
their parties 1n accordance with their former Conservative or Liberal
principles, a large number of voters have in these years had no politics
except to keep out of office a party which they think threatens them
with revolutionary change. Accordingly, the Labour party, though it
has succeeded 1n extinguishing the Liberal party, has failed to establish
itself as an alternative Government for more than two bref periods in
a minonty ; and for sixteen years the country has been governed
almost exclustvely by the Conservative party and the few members of
the Labour and Liberal parties who have been willing to make terms
with 1.1 Whether the political results of that have been good or
bad is a subject on which many opmions are possible, but they have
certainly not been favourable to the development of the Parliamentary
system on the lines laid down in the nineteenth century. The “ swing

1 There were two short intervals in 1924 and 1920-31 respectively m which
a mmornity Labour Government was in power, and eighteen months, in
1931~32, 1 which Liberals of all schools co-operated wath the Conservatives.
After that only those Liberals who were able to accept the Conservative policy
of Prorection continued thus co~operation.
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of the pendulum,” which gave each party 1ts opportunity and educated
both 1 the business of admmistranion has all but ceased.  As the years
pass the number of Opposition leaders who have had any expertence
m government constantly duminishes ; doubts as to the competence
of this Opposition to provide an alternauve Government and fears of
what 1t may do if 1t were given the opportumty become an argument
for keeping the existing Government 1n power, which acts powerfully
at General Elections. At the same time the opportunities of advance-
ment m a polical career and even of entrance into Parliament are
more and more concentrated in a few hands. The young Liberal
has practically no chance of obtaining a seat in the House of Commons ;
the young Conservative, being one among so many, has few chances
of advancement and is expected to efface himself in the interests of
the Government’s business. Whether m these conditions the public
life will continue to attract the ablest men and women has become a
sertous question.

3

Sull more 1s 1t a question whether Parhament would continue
to hold public attention if government were always to be safely
entrenched behind an unchallengeable majonity, if there were to be
no more exciting divisions, no uncertainty as to what mght happen
next month or next week. In this respect the fate of Parliament 1s
largely in the hands of the press, which may report 1ts proceedings
sertously and intelligently or, i default of other legitimate sporung
mterest, lower its presuge and authonty by dwelling inordmately on
its occasional brawls and scandals. A certan stage management 1s
required to maneain this prestge m the eyes of the public. Ths is
not only a desirable, but m these days of propaganda, a necessary part
of the art of Parliamentary government, and it can only be provided
by a conscious effort on the part of leaders and whips with the col-
laboration of the press.

Parllament working m a free atmosphere adds immenselv to the
interests of hfe and the political education of the people. In this
respect the countries working under the systemof *responsible govern-
ment "’ have, or should have, a great advantage over those m which the
clective assembly 15 detached from the executive. When the fate of 2
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Government may depend on one division and one day’s debate, the
interest in Parliament must be greater than when the Executive has a
secure life beyond its reach. Where it is possible to interpellate a
Government day by day on any question of importance, even on any
question touching the life of an individual citizen, the nation gets the
sense that it is engaged in a perpetual grand nquest into 1ts own affars.
Question time in the Brinsh House of Commons is still the most
illuminating hour 1 any Assembly in the world to-day.

We are learning, meanwhile, that an enlargement of the franchise
does not correspondingly open the doors of entry mto Parlament.
To widen and increas¢ the number of these doors is becoming almost
as important for this generation as to extend the franchise was for
former generations. A system under which large blocs of safe seats
are i the gift of whips on one side and of trade unions on the other
may, under democratic disguises, ship back into something perilously
resembling the closed or rotten borough system of the eighteenth
century. If Parhament will not have proportional representation, 1t
must find other ways of opemng its doors. Municipal government
with its aldermen may offer an analogy, but a system under which a
large number both of the most experienced elderly statesmen and of
the most promising young men are unable to find seats in the House of
Commons cannot be the last word in modem representative mnsti-
tutions.

The rule of one party will not last for ever. It may end suddenly
in some unforeseen crists or gradually fade out from sheer boredom
on the part of the electors. There comes a time when even Aristides
must depart. If we wish to be easy in our minds about what may
happen when that time comes, we can do nothing better than seek to
place Parliament on a footing in which 1t will be recognized as a
truly representative democratic Assembly. Given that condition, a
Briush Parhament may be trusted to pursue its ancient work of
remedying grievances while declining policies and programmes which
exceed its capacity for legislating in an orderly way or crush minorities
after the manner of the dictators. The laws of Parliamentary well-
being are mainly two : first that Parhament shall prove capable of
finding remedies for social injustice, and next that its members shall
agree not to place a greater load on it than it will bear. Failure m
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either of these respects would be fallure in both. If liberty and
authority, Liberalism and Socialism, are ever to be reconciled it must
be by Parliamentary means. Revolutionary and class-war methods
are fatal to iberty, and turn Socialism into terrorism.

4

Subsequent opinion has discovered a certain condescension, as of
self-consciously superior beings looking down on their mferiors, n
the attitude of the early Victorian Liberals. This unamiable charac-
teristic has given them a bad name, but it should not blind us to what
was reasonable in their doubts and fears. The literature of this
period raises in a manner that 1s almost prophetic a whole group of
questions which democracy in Europe has failed to solve in the sub-
sequent years. How many of the “fervid 1deas of unseasonable
originality,” which Bagehot feared, can be translated into action by
the Parhamentary method of suasion and argument ? Up to what
pomt will munorities submit to be overriden ? Whar will happen if
they fly to violence to resist the supposedly Sovercign Parhament ?
It is farlure to answer these questions which has been the ruin of Par-
liamentary insatutions in a large part of Europe. Struggles between
extremists have paralysed Parliaments and produced the disorders
which have given tyranny its opportunity. The British people came
dangerously near the limits of Parliamentary action in their dealing
with the Irish question in 1912-13 ; the farlure of Parliaments has
been the excuse for Fascist Revolutions in Germany and Ialy. In
Great Britain some advanced politicians have accepted the *inevit-
ability of gradualness * as a condition of Parliamentary government,
but in Europe the great majority, both of Fascists and Communists,
have brushed Parliaments aside with impatient contempt as a quite
inadequate instrument for the drastic changes which they deem
necessary in the structure of society.

Undoubtedly these extremists are right from their own point of
view. In no country would it have been possible under Parha-
mentary institutions to abolish private property at a stroke, as in
Russia, or even to bring it under the complete control mstituted by
the totalitarian States. In no country would it have been possible
under Parliamentary institutions for a Government to undertake the
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suppression of rehigion, as in Russa, or its transformation to suit the
purpose of the State, as m Germany. If any State requires these
violent breaches with the past, 1t has to begmn by abolishing Parlia-
ment and extinguishing the free institutions of which Parliament s
the trustee and guardian. The two things stand or fall together, for
if Parhament goes down, free speech, the free press, and all other
guarantees for hiberty go with 1. A State may 1 course of time
evolve under Parliamentary government into new forms which judged
by present standards will be as revolutionary as any Socialist Utopra,
but 1t cannot jump to them without breaking Parliament.

To this extent the Victorians were right. Holding the doctrine of
the sovereignty of Parhament to be of supreme importance, they
sought to guard 1t against sudden incursions of the unseasonable to
which therr instincts told them it would be unequal. “In its season
bring the law,” was their watchword. Their standards are not ours.
A modern Parliament can accept at the hands of Conservatives legis-
lation which could only have been carried by revolutionary methods
through the Parliaments of the mid-nineteenth century. Neverthe-
less, the prmciple remains the same. Now, as then, there are hmts
which Parliament cannot pass; now, as then, the continuance of
Parhament depends on the willingness of Parhamentanans to keep
within the line at which radicalism passes into revolutionism or Con-
servatism into Fasasm. To respect this unmapped boundary has so
far been a large part of the Parhamentary mstinct built up in the
Bntish people from long practice and experience. Except so far as
1t 1s in thus sense insunctive, the management of Parhament 1s a difficult
and delicate art of which only a few great nations appear to possess
the secret.

In truth it requires a far higher degree of political education and a
far greater sense of responsibihity in the individual citizen than any
other form of govenment. The Greeks said that tyranny, which
they detested for themselves, was the night form of government for
barbarians, since they partook of the nature of slaves. It is at all
events an immense sumplification of the process of government when
one man is 1n a position to impose his will on others who do not need
to be persuaded or argued with. The slower method may well be
Justified 1 the long run, for as both Germans and Russians have
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discovered 1n past times, it 1s an enormous hazard for any country to
stake 1ts all on one man or one dynasty. But n the short run there 1s
no gainsaymg the advantages which dictatorship appears to offer on
crtical occastons when swift action is necessary.  Even the democracies
find 1t essential to part with their liberties in ime of war, and if the life
of nations 1s to be a perpetual hovering on the brink of war, they are
likely to need a special kind of Parhamentary technique to save their
free mstitutions from challenge on the ground of immediate cfficiency.

5

I was born into a world which took Parliament for granted as an
eternal institution with deep roots i history and human nature.
But, if we go back in 1ts history, we find that only in England among
the great Powers has it any long history, and there until quite recently
it was qualified by a limited suffrage. At this moment there are only
two great nations, Great Britain and France, which practise it in the
characteristically English form known as * responsible government,”
i.e. the dependence of government on a majority in the elective House.
Even in these two the same principle gives widely different results,
since in France the Chamber 1s practcally indissoluble ! for a period of
four years, whereas in England the executive retamns the nght of dis-
solving Parliament at any moment. Bemng assured of s seat for
four years, the French deputy has hittle scruple about replacing one
combination of Mmisters by another, whereas the English member of
Parliament is all the time aware that a vote against a Government
may involve him in a general election, possibly within a few weeks
or months of the previous elecuon. For this reason the British system
ensures much greater stability for Governments than the French.
Subject to its right of criticism, the British House of Commons leaves
the general control of affairs to the Government for the term of the
Parliament, i.e. as 2 rule for about four years. A French Government
seldom has a safe tenure for more than a few months. Since 1871

1 The French Chamber can be dissolved by the President with the consent
of the Senate, but only once, on the exceptional occasion of the Boulanger
crisis in 1888, has 1t been dissolved by this process. For all normal purposes
dissolution is regarded as unconstitutional.
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the average duration of French Governments has been only eight
months, and there have been considerable periods when it was not
more than three.

The American system which ensures the executive an existence
independent of the legislature, though democratic, 1s not Parliamen-
tary n the European sense of the word or comparable with either
the British or French system. It 1s part of a Federal Constitution and
adapted to the conditions of a widely scattered community divided
into a multiplicity of States with Governments of their own and largely
mdependent legal systems. It is therefore scarcely an exaggeration to
say that the Briush system of responsible Parliamentary government
1s umque in the world to-day, umique at all events among great
nations.! By general consent it has so far been the most successful of
all the experiments in free institutions recorded in history. It 1s
therefore of great importance both for our own guidance and for the
help of others, especially members of the Brinsh Commonwealth
who follow the Brtish model, to be clear about the causes of this
success and to make sure, so far as we can, that we do not imperl
them, as we go forward into a new period of experimental politics.

1 The British Dominions and the smaller northern and Scandinavian
countries 1 Europe have generally followed the British model, and with
great success.
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CHAPTER XXXIV

THE AGE OF THE IDEOLOGUES—HEGEL

“ It has not pleased God to save his people by dialectic.”—St. Ambrose.

I

THE last phase 1n the history of government in Europe may be

shortly described as ““ the age of the ideologues.” The word
is not an elegant one, but it has gathered about 1t meanings and
associations pecultar to the period following the Great War, and it
signifies something for which there 1s no other word. There are now
three great Governments defimitely founded on theories or 1deologies,!
formulated not by statesmen or men of affairs but by phulosophers and
writers rumnating in their studies, who claim to have discovered
truths to which poliacal practice must conform.

The begetter and ensuer of all these is Hegel, whose discovery of
the process which he called * dialecc ™ is at the back of both the
leading ideologies, the Fascist and the Communst. Hegel supposed
that the human mind was furnished with an analytcal apparatus which
enabled 1t to discover the nature of the universe and its modus operandi.
This he called * dialectic,” and it seemed to him to reveal an eternal
contranety at the heart of things. According to this view, every
positive was dogged by its neganve until the two were reconciled in
a higher unity which immedately gave nse to another negative
requiring a sumilar reconcilation, and so on ad infinitum.2  History

1 This word seems to be a base-born syncmym for “ 1deas,” but if “ 1deo-
Jogue” 15 admtted, it is convement to follow it up with “ ideology

% To this must be attached the qualification that in the mind of the Absolute
the umverse existed as a * whole’” determimmng; the pattern to whach the historic
spint was working, as it pieced together the fr agments of whach this “ whole
was composed.
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thus concerved 1s an unending succession of the Hegelian triads—
theses, antitheses, syntheses—in which nstitutions and forms ot
government provoke their own undomng and the substitution of therr
opposites just in proportion as they reach or approach perfection.
The 1dea 1s difficult enough as used by Hegel, but 1f one keeps tight
hold of the fact that m his philosophy there 1s practically no distine-
tion between thoughts and things, lus assumption that a prinaple
which, if true, seems to belong solely to the region of metaphysical
logic, 1s equivalent to a law govermng pracucal affairs becomes
relatvely mtelligible. Detached from this context, 1t 1s one of the
most otscure and confusing that has ever entered 1nto politcal con-
troversy.

2

A glance at Hegel's Philosophy of History,1a sertes of lectures delivered
in Berlin about 1823, which are stll widely read as contamng the
essence of the Hegelian system, so far as 1t touched hustory and politics,
may be useful at this pomnt.

Something called * freedom ” plays a large part in the argument of
this book, but as we read on we find that this Hegelian “ freedom ™ 1s
widely removed from what 1s ordinanly understood by that word,
“ Spurit,” says Hegel, 1s *“ self~contaned existence ” (Ber-sich-selbst-
sem) ; and “ thus is Freedom exactly. For I am dependent, my bemng
1s referred to something else which I am not; I cannot exist inde-
pendently on something external ; Iam free on the contrary when my
existence depends on myself.” The history of the world 1s “ the
progress of the consciousness of freedom.” But this freedom cannot
be realized by the individual in lus own hfe. In that there 1s only
freedom of a low and Limited order which finds 1ts exercise 1n the
sphere of particular and himited desires. It 1s only in “ the moral
whole, the State, that the individual has and enjoys his freedom, on
the condition of his recogmzing and behieving m and walling that
which is common to the whole.” 2 The State 15 thus *“ the actually
existng realized moral life.  For 1t is the unity of the universal essen~

tial will with that of the individual ; and this 15 morahty. . .

¢ Y English translation by J. Sibree, p 18.
2 Ibd., p. 40
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Truth is the unity of the universal and subjective will, and the universal
is to be found mn the State, in its laws, 1ts universal and national
arrangements. The State 15 the Divine 1dea as 1t exists on earth.”

The Hegelian “ freedom ™ 1s thus very nearly the opposite of free-
dom as its champions had hitherto conceived it. The mdividual
attains to it not by living his own Iife but by submutting to, conforming
to, and ultimately being absorbed by the State. As the picture is
filled in, he more and more dwindles to a pale shadow and finally
vanishes m the all-embracing whole. Religton, art, and philosophy
are inseparably united with the spirit of the State. “ Only in con-
nection with this particular religion can this particular political con-
stitution exist, just as m such a State such or such a philosophy or
order of art.” Being “the Divine 1dea as 1t exists on earth,” the
State is a fit object of worship, and it is a gross presamption for us to
criticize the history that has gone to its making.

Since they are agents of the “ divine idea ” prescribed by the “ world
spirit,” the makers of States receive plenary absolution for anything
they have done or may do in their sacred cause.

World hustorical men—the heroes of an epoch—must, therefore, be recog-
nized as 1ts clear-sighted ones; their deeds are the best of that time. . . .
Great men are egosstical ; they form purposes to satisfy themselves, not
others . . . 1t 1s possible that such men may treat other great, even sacred,
interests inconsiderately ; conduct which isindeed obnoxious to moral repre-
hension. But so mighty a form must trample down many an innocent flower
—crush to pieces many an object in 1ts path. . . . What the absolute 2im of
the spirit requires and accomplishes—what Providence does—transcends the
obligations and the lLiability to imputation and the ascription of good or bad
motives, which attach to mdividuality in virtue of its social relations. . . .
The deeds of great men, who are the individuals of the world’s hustory, appear
not only justfied m view of that intrinsic result of which they were not
conscious, but also from the point of view occupted by the secular moralist.
... Moral claims that are 1rrelevant must not be brought into collision with
world-historical deeds and their accomphshment. The litany of private
virtues—modesty, humility, philanthropy, and forbearance—must not be
raised against them.

The heroes of history are beyond good and evil.
A word more must be said about the part which religion—as
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distinguished from this general conception of the world-historical
spirt—plays in the Hegelian State. Hegel hates the 1dea of something
called rehgion bemg mvoked to purify and morahze the State. A
recall to rehgion, as it has recently been termed, “an utterance of
anguish and a call for help, as it often seems to be, expressing the
danger of religion having vanished or being about to vansh enurely
from the State—that,” he says, “ would be fearful ndeed,” since 1t
implies that the * implantation and inculcation of religion ” would
be a remedy agamst the evil alleged, whereas religion is self~produced
and cannot be mnvoked, and has no such function. It is there already
mn the State and has determined the nature of the State and its con-
stitution  The State is jusafied by rehgion, and each State has the
religion which is appropriate to 1t. The Athenian or Roman State
was based on the speaific form of heathenism existing among their
respective peoples ; a Catholic State has a spint and a consttution
different from that of a Protestant. All religions have their times and
seasons ; the one thing necessary is a pre-estabhished harmony—to
borrow Leibnitz’s phrase—between the State and religion.

Lenin said that all revolutions must have a theory, and in the
writings of Hegel the German Nazs had a ready-made theory to
their hand. The detfication of the State, the ascendency of the world-
historical hero, hus supertonity to the home-spun morality of every-
day bife, the subordination of the mdividual, and the idea that he gains
a higher freedom by absorption in the State, the annexation of art,
philosophy, and science by the State ; the intoxicating idea that the
divine spirit has decreed a great destiny in a particular State and will
give absolution for anything they may do to its leaders and heroes
—everything 15 there down to the smallest details. Nothing that is
essential, though much that 1s silly, has been added to it by subsequent
writers. Only in one respect has the doctrine been modified. Hegel
seemed to assume a long-existent State which would be the expression
of a basic religion ; the Naz concludes that a special religion must be
invented to fit the needs and justify the proceedings of his new-born
State.

These ideas are in the strictest sense of the word metaphysical,
they are dertved not from any contact with what is commonly called
experience, but from the philosopher’s mnner consciousness through a
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process of self-divination and declared by him to be the truch and the
only truth. Nothing could be more dogmatc or less qualified than
Hegel's repeated assertion that thus 1s the nature of the cosmuc process,
and that 1t has acted, 15 actng, and will eternally act i this way.
The dialectic reveals and proves 1ts necessity, and there is no more
to be said about it. His examunation of history 1s not research work
leading up to the discovery of hustorical laws, but a selection of illus-
tratons to show the operation of an already discovered law. Even
so, it is extremely difficult reading, as the reader who has struggled with
Part IV of hus Philosophy of History, the part dealing with the “ German
World,” may have discovered.

3

If Hegel had meant only that each stage of history is a resultant of
many forces, some of them pulling i opposite directions, his doctrine
would have been a mere truism. But he meant a great deal more
than thus. He meant that by the use of * dialectic ” a rhythm or
pattern might be discovered which would give form and meaning to
history, and within certain limits enable its next stage to be foreseen.
Being an idealist with religious nstincts, he saw the forces at work as
spiritual and history as the unfolding of an immanent spirit. History,
thus concerved, was no longer a record of the crimes and folles of
man or a tale told by an idiot sigmfying nothing ; it was far wiser
than man ; it had in 1t the elements both of wisdom and of necessity.
Things must have happened as they did happen, and since they hap-
pened, they were right. The spint was infallible, and 1t owed no
account to what mere mortals call “ good ™ and “ bad.”

We are here in the deep waters of determimnism and free-will, and
even the greatest are in difficulnes when embarked on that sea. The
Greeks used the word dvdywn, which in this context may be
translated as “ brute fact,” when thinking of the past. This left the
moral judgment m suspense. Having happened, things must be
regarded as fated, necessary, mevitable, but whether they ought to
have happened or mught have been prevented is not brought into
question. Dante in seekmg to prove, in his De Monarchia, that the
Roman Empire was ordained by God 1s drven step by step to the
conclusion that, having intended the end, God must have intended
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the means, the conquests and the extinction of other nations, that it
required. But not seldom he seems to be in trouble with this argu-
ment ; and when 1t comes near to making God the author of evil,
he speaks of ““ nature ” as the operating factor, nature which must
be perfect since it 1s the work of the Divine mtelligence (natura in
nulla perfectione deficit quum sit opus divine intelligentice). 1 think m
any case Dante would have drawn a sharp distinction between
“mntending "’ and sanctioning or sancufying the means. He would
have said that, though it mught be within the divine counsel to
let good and evil work together to good conclusions, 1t was
mmprous to use language which implied that God was the author
of evil.

Hegel feels no such difficulty. He seems to deny that the words
“good” and “evil” as used by men 1 their dealings with one
another have any meaning 1 the sphere of statesmanship and state
action. In s Philosophy of History he goes to the length of saymng
that The Prince of Machiavelll who, as we have seen, was first in the
field with the 1dea of a dual morality—private and public—is “ the
great and true conception of a real pohtical gentus with the hughest and
noblest mtentions.”  Like Machiavell, he considers everything
justified 1n the service of the State, not the State concerved as the mere
cwvil government employing police and officials for mternal admims-
trative purpose, but as a mystical entty transcending all 1ts parts,
raised above 1ts members and claiming their allegrance, service, and
so far as that word has meaning, worship. The Greek idea that the
purpose of the State is to provide the good life for 1ts citizens 1s now
absolutely reversed. The object of the citizen 1s to promote the
honour and glory of the State. Plato, who said that nothing was to
be 1mputed to God which would be disgraceful to man, would have
been shocked at a doctrine which made Nero and Cahgula as well as
Marcus Aurelius and Diocletian exponents of the “ divine idea,” but
no uneasiness on this point seems to have crossed the mind of ths
German philosopher.

Hegel at the beginning of the nineteenth century was thinking
mainly of Germany—Germany strugglng to make some sort of
unity out of her numerous states and provinces. The ruling Prussian
in those days was not a metaphysician, he was a hard-faced man who
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cared nothing about the historic spint or the dialectic  But a doctrine
which merged the mndividual i the State was entirely acceptable to
him, and when 1t descended from the class-room to the camp, he
mterpreted 1t as jusufymg and requiring submussion to him and his
caste. Those who reflected on the matter must have been
puzzled to know what part they were expected to play, for if it was
all pre-determmed and 1if whatever happened, historic necessity
required 1t to happen, there scemed on the face of 1t to be nothing for
them to do. But the Hegelian always had 1t both ways. He ran
free will side by side with the absolute, to whom (or which) all
events, past, present, and to come, are spread out as on a map ; beside
lustoric determimsm he posited an objective will with which he
imagmed the citizen to be co-operating freely with the historic process.
He agreed that this arrangement was puzzling to the understanding,
but he brought in another faculty called * reason,” which, he said,
effected a reconciliation between these opposites.

4

The Hegelian world 1s as mysterious to the non-metaphysician as is
the world of Emnstemn to those who are mnocent of mathematics.
It 15, nevertheless, an 1ronical fact that this great mystagogue provided
the least imaginatve of all ruling castes with exactly the jusuficanon
they needed for their extremely pracucal pursuits. The State, as
Hegel defined it, rased high above the humble business of keeping
order and providing the convemences of life for its citzens, was
bound to be predatory and aggressive. Only m this way could it
increase 1ts power and behave mn the completely egoistic way that the
theory required. A philosophy which provided a moral foundaton
for orgamzed selfishness and pronounced all things lawful which
were supposed to be 1 the meerests of the State found congenial soil
in a country which appeared to 1ts neighbeurs to have made war its
national industry. In the works of the philosopher humself a certam
mistiness softened the sharp edge of this higher unscrupulousness and
made 1t seem profound and even rcligious. Presently Darwinism
was to be mvoked to give 1t a veneer of scienafic support, and war
was now said to be a * biological necessity.”  As it went down the

years and was developed by the Treuschkes, the Schhieffens, the
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Bernhardss, and in due time by the Mussolinis and Hitlers, it became
the background of Nazism and Fascism.

Hegel being mainly concerned with German affairs appears to have
given httle thought to the kind of world there would be if his doctrine
were practised by all the nations. That s inevitably a world of
incessant conflict m which the different units acknowledge no law
but that of the jungle. Away into space go all the 1deas, mystical or
practical, for bringing order and umty 1nto the world—City of God,
Holy Roman Empire, Napoleonic schemes and dreams. Thus 1s the
great set-back of modern umes. We are now again—or shall be if
the Hegelian doctrine prevais—in the state of nature, as Hobbes
supposed 1t to be, with men organized as States playing the same part
as individuals in the Hobbestan jungle. In the meantime the develop-
ment of modern weapons has more than ever made 1t a question
whether under the supposed conditions the life of man can be other
than “ nasty, bruash, and short ”
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CHAPTER XXXV

THE AGE OF THE IDEOLOGUES—MARX

I

HE Hegelian pur sang having proved that the life of the world
was 1nevitably one of national conflict, 1t remained for a
collateral branch to prove that the Iife of the nation was inevitably
one of class-conflict. The straight descent issued in Nazism and
Fascism ; the collateral in Communism and Bolshevism. Between
the two all prospects of a hife of peace were extinguished. If men were
not fighting their enemies abroad, they would have to be fighung
therr fellow-citizens at home. Hatred, external and internal, would
be the law of Iife and the ruling motive of the human jungle.

Karl Marx, the founder of the collateral branch, took over from
Hegel the theory of dialectic ; and the 1dea of things being mvolved
1 an eternal conflict with their opposites seems to have had a peculiar
fascination for him. But starting with a strong anti-religious bias,
he saw no need for the mystical 1dea of a sprit at work which Hegel
had attached to 1t; and by assuming the dialectical process to be a
prmncple embedded in the material nature of things, he swept away
all that was spiritual and idealistic 1 the origmal phidosophy and
prepared the way for the attack on religion which has become an
essential part of Marxism in practice. The *spirit” which Hegel
had 1mported into history was, in Marx’s view, a figment of his
imagmation, and little better than the God of the orthodox religions.
Clear both out of the way, and the true doctrine of economic deter-
minssm could be built on a foundation of dialectical materialism, and
made self-supporting and self-sufficmg without any of the opiates
which mystics, capitalists, and priests had mvented for the doping of
their fellow-bemgs. If by an mherent necessity, residing m the
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natute of things, every wmstitution was fated to go on to its doom,
there could be no room for God or spirit, or even, one may add, for
the mildly benevolent creative evolution of modern philosophy

Marx 15 the Calvin of economic theory, and his doctrine rases
many of the same problems as the theology of Geneva  The capitalist
1 the Marxian scheme plays the part of the sinner in the doctrine of
Predestination.  He 1s the victim of a fore-ordamed process which he
15 powerless to avert. Neither prayers nor vows nor any virtue on
his part will help um. Whatever he does, he must be among the
lost on the day of Judgment. One would have thought that this
was enough, and that the other classes mught look on with a certam
sympathy as hus doom approached. But just as the Calvinst preachers
denounced and castigated the sinners who were so unhappy as to have
been excluded from the divine mdulgence, so Marx and hus disciples
visited theirr wrath on the unregenerate capitalists. Both had the
same 1dea of combmung free will and predestination. The Calvimst
said that he was co-operating with the divine purpose for the destruc-
nion of sinners ; the Marxian that he was promoting the mner nature
of things and its preordained purpose by hastening the destruction of
captalists. In this way determinism joined hands with revolutionary
actvism.

I think 1t would be possible, if it were worth while, to write a
manual of Marxian teleology, eschatology, or whatever 1t may be
called, on parallel lines with the handbooks of Protestant theology
which were i vogue 1 Calvimst circles seventy or eighty years ago.
Having elimmnated the God of Christian theology, Marx seemed to
be dniven by some inner compulsion—his daimon, as Socrates would
have called it—to discover a principle which would perform the same
functions of wrath and pumshment as had been attributed to the
Chnstian deiry. Objective corroboration was as lacking 1n the one
case as 1 the other. There was no more proof that Marx’s idea of
the nature of things corresponded to reality than that the ruler of the
umverse resembled the God of this Protestant theology. But just
in proportion as 1deas of this kind lack substance or probability, so is
the fanaucism with which the doctrinaires of the sects—religious or
economic—defend them against doubters and beretics,and even shightdy
differing interpretations within their own fold. Having regard to the
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course which the Marxian revolution has run 1 Russia, it would, I
think, be scarcely an exaggeration to say that as much blood has been
shed over shades and shadows of this doctrine in the twenty years of
the Russian experiment as m many centuries of the Christian perse-
cution of heretics.

2

Loosely hitched on to the theories of dialectical matertalism and
economic determinism was Marx’s 1dea of surplus value—the notion
that the whole value of a product depended on something called
“labour,” and therefore ought to be paid back to “labour ™ and no
part of 1t be annexed, or, as he would say, confiscated, in the form of
profit or remuneration, by capialists. By “labour™ he meant
manual labour, the labour of the proletenat as disunguished from that
of the “ bourgeois.”  So httle of thisidea, as expounded in Chapter V
of Das Capital, has survived criticism that it has become the fashion
even with socialist writers to treat it as a comparatively unimportant
part of the Marxian creed which may be discarded without hurt to
the rest. Those who test political theories by their results m practical
affairs can by no means consent to this easy dismussal of 1t.  Judged by
1ts results this part of the Marxian doctrine has been of more potency
than all the rest of it put together. Upon it have been founded the
denunciation and cruel persecution of the bourgeois. A multitude
to whom “ economic determinism " was pure mystification under-
stood only too well when they were told they had been robbed and
desporled by employers and their satellites described as “ bourgeois.”
Before the theory of “ surplus value ” is regarded as dead and disposed
of, it must be observed that it has sent hundreds of thousands of inno-
cent persons to their graves. Marx proclaiming that men were being
robbed by bourgeois exploiters had the same effect in the rwentieth
century as Rousseau proclauning that they were enslaved by tyrants
and oppressors had had in the cighteenth. Both were high explosives
which required a certain rise i the temperature to make them dan-
gerous. But the explosion came as soon as this temperature was
reached, and in both cases with devastating results.

The denial of value to the various services—planning, managing,

igning, mvenung, org_qr;xar}gﬂ—-ﬁ-v‘s[}{ich ~cong’1_§qtc“_ggmt__hnc making
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of things, and may even be said to give value to manual labour, isso
obviously nonsensical that hus apologusts have been reduced to arguing
that Marx could not_have meant what he quite clcarly has said.
Some of them even complamn of hs obstmacy on this } point, and put
themselves to much trouble to discover small quabfications of his
mam proposition. But his obstinacy, if that 1s the right word, 1s
easily intelligible, for an immense part of hus superstructure depends on
the assumption that there is something collectively called * labour
to which nghtly belongs all that capitabsts have appropriated as
profit  Hence hus elaborate attempts to show that all labour can be
reduced to something which he calls ““ simple labour ” or “ generahzed
human labour ” by reckoning a small quantity of skilled labour as
equal to a larger quantity of *simple labour.” This ssmplfication
was essential to hus doctrine. In this way alone was he able to make a
clean-cut division between exploiters and exploited and to present
hus form of revolution as differing from all others that had preceded
it, 1 that it would once and for all make an end of an exploiting class
and place in power the proletartat which was the maker and therefore
the nghtful owner of wealth. Ifa distinction had to be drawn between
the different contnbutories to the making of wealth and different
rewards assigned to them, this grand stmplification would be impos-
sible and the “ proletariat,” like the bourgeois, be divided up into
different degrees of wealth and poverty.

Even more than that, the whole ultimate goal of the “ class-less
society ’—a society in which all soctal distinctions would be abolished
and no man consider humself better than his neighbours—would
become impossible.. For this especially the equal reward on the basis
that everyone contributed equally to the making of wealth was
essential. It 1s true that Marx does not commit himself to any par-
ticular method of distributing wealth and that some of his disciples,
including Staln, have under stress of curcumstances spoken of the
equal sharing of wealth as * the 1deal of a petty bourgeois,” ! but it
follows from the whole materialist conception of soctety that class-
distinctions must follow from inequality of rewards. The doctrine
of ““ surplus value ” points clearly to equality of mcomes as its logical

1 Sabine, op. cit., p. 712.
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corollary, and 1t is impossible to beheve that Marx did not have 1t in
mind m developing hus idea of a class-less society. It is at any rate
extremely improbable that a class-less society could be built on an
inequality of mcomes.

The 1dea of a “ class-less society ” 1s worth some attention, for it
throws an mteresting hight on the development of Marxian theory.
It assumes that the dialectical struggle, the conflict between opposites,
will some day come to an end, and a triumphant proletariat—free of
all the passions and infirmities of the sinful men called capitalists—will
be at rest and live peacefully together on a footing of absolute equality.
Then government, bemg no longer necessary, will “ wither away ”
and the dictators, having accomplished their work of wrath and terror,
reare gracefully from the scene. Marx himself was somewhat vague
about 1t, but Lenin had no doube that this too is part of the predestined
order,! and the promse of it 15 the ariswer commonly given by
Marxists to those who allege that their creed is one of unrelieved
gloom and destruction.

Up to this pomt it had been claimed that the Marxian theory was
“ scientific,” but no such clam can be made for this development
of 1t. That is unadulterated ficuon. No evidence from the past
can be adduced to suggest the shightest probability that human society
will evolve mn this way. Itis on the face of it highly improbable that
the storm and violence of the years of terror will produce a race of
sinless bemngs, or that the dictators, having done their work, will
quetly and gracefully wither away. All history shows violence
breeding violence and dictators chnging to power until they are dis~
placed by other claimants to power.

Yet I confess to finding in this ficon one of the chief redeeming
features of the Marxian doctrine. It is as though the Marxist could
not bear the unreheved gloom of his own story of violence and
slaughter. Like a romantic novelist who has dragged hus hero and
heroine through scenes of death and terror, he must have a happy
ending. When his lambs have exterminated the lions they will at
last lic down together. There is a pleasant touch of irony in the

1 Interestng evidence on this point will be found in Unto Casar, by F. A.
Voigt, Ch. L
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fact that after all his derision of religious 1deas, his own millennium
should so greatly resemble the Chrstian apocalypse in which there
shall be no more war and a little chuld shall lead them.

3

Marxian writers go 1 and out and round and round the writings of
their master m a strenuous endeavour to discover what he meant and
whether what they suppose hum to have meant is logically and meta-
phystcally watertight. But very few of them seem to think it worth
wihule to ask whether these theories have any foundation mn fact. Are
they, to put 1t crudely, true or false ? In his invaluable history of
political theory, Professor Sabme, after devoung the utmost pains to
disentangling the various shades and phases of Marxism, comes to the
conclusion that its central doctrine 1s a mystical and unverifiable
hypothesis. “The question raised by dialectical materialism,” 1s,
he says, “ whether dialectic 1 any form was a real scientific method,
and whether an unconditional law of hustorical development 15 a
tenable conception. At the present time both logic and science seem
inclned to answer these questions negatively.” ! One is tempted
to say that if logic and science are night, all this trouble about what
Marx means is as remote from reality as any scholastic debate about
chimaras booming m the void or angels dancing on the ponts of
needles.

But the new fashion which has replaced Marx on the pedestal from
which he was deposed by Victorian cnitics has a strong hold on modern
metaphysical economists, and 1t is only one of the elders who can
venture to say that there is not a scintilla of proof for the greater part
of his theory, and least of all for the economuc fatahsm with which 1t
has darkened the mind of the rising generanon. Neatly everything
that Marx predicted has proved untrue, when tested by the experience
of the subsequent years. If the rich have become richer, the poor
have not become poorer ; wealth has not become concentrated in
fewer and fewer hands, but distributed over a wider and wider area ;
the class conflict has not been an active principle 1n any nation ; it is
rather the too-ardent national unity with which modern statesmanship

1 Sabine, op. cit., Ch. XXXII
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has to deal The one revolution which has taken place has little or
no resemblance to the Marxian 1dea of the revolt of an industrial
proletanat agawnst 1ts caputalist masters. It was an imported revolution
imposed on a peasant people by a group of professional revolutionartes
in the chaos following war.l  The truth 1s that capitahsm, the name
by which we call the prevalent means of producuon, distribution, and
exchange, 1s not a “system ” mvented by a few mdividuals, but 2
gradual development of constantly changing forms to which all the
nations and all classes have contrbuted. Bemng a combination of
human devices and expedients 1t is of course open to every sort of
critictsm, and 1t may be only the primitive stage of an evolution which
will take us eventually to one or other of the Utopias now dreamt of,
but the idea that it is doomed to an mevitable revolutionary cataclysm
1s unsupported by exther evidence or probability.

The historian of poliical theory can go on to trace the differences
between Marxism, Leninism, and Stalmism, and the different techniques
by which the doctrmne has been admunsstered to the Russtan people,
and pursue is theme m the vacuum which 1s suited to scientific
research. But those who are interested m practical affairs can scarcely
be indifferent to the cost in Iife and suffering that the application of this
doctrme has mvolved or to the merailess extermmnaton of one another
practised by the orgmal theorists mn their pursuit of the true faith.
It would be far beyond the scope of this book to decide between the
different versions of the Russian experiment 1n 1ts present stage, but
one thing 1s evident. It has owed lttle or nothing to the founder of
the sect. Marx, as one of hus disciples has said, “ omtted to supply
the blue-print of reconstruction.” He could teach his disciples how
to destroy, but he could not tell them how to rebuwld. In the absence
of instructions, the attempt to build Soctalism on the ruins of Tsarism
has been an endless improvisation, mn which great failures and
remarkable achievements have produced a result that has litde or no
relation to the original Communsst theory. So at least it seems to the

1 Engmeers tunnelling under 2 nver have sometimes to create the bed
through which they drive their tunnel by throwing m masses of clay. Pre-
cisely so had Lenin and hus co-revolutionaries to industrialize the Russian peasant
people before the country could become suttable ground for the Marxian
expertment.
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observer from without; but, if we may believe the sympathetic
historians of the movement, the result is a2 “new civilization ”” devised
by scientific experts whose plans it 1s treason and “ defeatism ” to
question or criticize—or would be if they did not so often question and
criticize one another. Political experiments on this scale are assuredly
of profound mterest, but most of them are by this time extremely
remote from the original doctrmne.

4

Marx’s biographers lay special stress on the fact that he took no
interest in the dreams of an 1deal order m which socialists of the Robert
Owen and Willlam Mormns school indulged their fancy. He dishiked
Utopias and would have it understood that he was no sentimentahst.
But this attitude seems to have cloaked the fact that he gave hardly
any thought to what would follow the revolution he predicted. Here
too he seems to have been obsessed with his idea of necessity. Having
once made up his mind that socialism was the opposite to capitalism
—in itself by no means a necessary conclusion—determinism decreed
that it should follow the overthrow of capitalism, and there was no
more to be said about it, except to throw out the nebulous and entirely
intuitional 1dea of a class-less society. As a revolutionary tactician,
Marx was well justified in avoiding all details about reconstruction.
He knew enough of international revolutionaries to be aware that
any attempt to define Sociahsm would produce the schisms and
quarrels which have attended all such attempts in subsequent years.
To concentrate on the destruction of capitalism and leave the con-
sequences to be dealt with when they arose was good strategy for the
apostle of revolution.

But this has had the unhappy result of leading large numbers of his
followers to speak and think of destruction as if it were an end in
itself. 'When to this is added the apocalyptic thought that it is all
written in the book of doom, we have the germ of an idea which
easily becomes an unreasoning fanaticism 1 men and women of a
certain temperament.

5

The one point on which the Marxian challenge to orthodox

economics appears to have substance is its cnticism of the belief that
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supply and demand can be relied upon to effect an automatic balance
between_ production “and consumption,, Given sufficient time, this
belief would probably sull be jusufied, but with foreign markets
severely restricted by tanfls and quotas, modern machine production
may pile up 1ts output beyond the capacity of consumption at home or
sale abroad, and so produce depressions requiring longer ume for
automatic adjustment than any Government concerned for the welfare
of 1ts subjects can contemplate with panence. Whether this situation
can be met by unemployment msurance or by taxation transferri
spending power to the mass of consumers; whether, and if so, in
what degree it requires State control of industry ; whether there are
any monetary measures which might relieve the situation—all these
are questions 1 active debate and experiment, and likely to remain so
for many years to come.

But the Marxian theory that capitalist Governments make war in
order to find outlets for their excess products has neither fact nor
probability behund 1t. If exther buying or seling must be considered
as if it were an object in 1tself, there are many modern nations to which
it is even more important to buy from other countries than to sell to
them. Their merchant adventurers and foreign traders have by many
centuries of activity supplied them with a vanety of products which
by long custom and use have become necessaries of life. To maintain
and expand these supplies has become for all nations highly desirable
and for some an absolute necessity, and would remain so whether
their form of government was capitalist or socialist, imperialist or
pacifist. There is nothing specifically capitabst in activities of this
kind, nor even in the desire to discover new markets, for that also
might very well be the object of a communist Government, say
Russia in the Far East. It may be said with truth that a large number,
perhaps the majonty, of wars recorded in history had economic
objects—the acquisition of wealth or territory supposed to be rich
and the like—and it need not at all be denied that the organized
Protectionism of modern times increases the causes of friction between
nations. But this is very different from the supposition that capitalist
Governments deliberately make war to obtain outlets for excess
products. In a perfect capitalist world most of the obstacles which
have caused products to be n excess would be swept away.
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6

No one would deny that Marx’s Das Capital contains a formidable
indictment of Enghsh industriahism eighty years ago, or that in so
far as 1t has contributed to the awareness of poverty which 1s one of
the redeeming features of recent time, it has had great and salutary
mfluence All the muddle parts of Das Capital—the chapters on
the “ Working Day,” “ Labour and Manufacture,” * Large Scale
Industry “’—are a scathing record of a period 1n which the captans of
industry had shthered into the evolution of the machine age with hrde
thought for the human material which they had thrown mto 1. It
1s fair, however, to observe that the evidence on which Marx relies 1s
mainly that of Bntish documents prepared by Bnush officials who
testify unflinchingly to the evils attending the rush mto industrialism.
These documents are evidence of an awakening of the public con-
science even at this period. But Marx’s chapters have a permanent
value as a protest on behalf of the digmity and worth of the individual
human aganst those who classed him as a commodaty caught up wich
other commodities m the grnding of the machine and the higghng
of the market. Though he would no doubt have repudiated the
suggestion, 1t is nevertheless the truth that the moral, spinitual, and
even the religious elements which he has deliberately extruded from
lus phulosophy are at the back of this part of the book, and the chief
explanation of the mfluence 1t has had.

That Marx had in this sense a good and powerful influence should
never be forgotten, but after all 1t 1s the great Marxian myth, which,
like the great Hegehan myth, has shaken the world. This 1s the man
fact to be faced and we cannot shirk it. Great myths do not
obtam a hold over masses of people without reflectung in some
sense therr moods and aspirations. Both Marxism and Fascism—as
In a previous generation Rousseamssm—have expressed the combma-
uon of discontent with idealism which is always present 1n human
nature, and which flares 1nto actuve life when misery has become
intolerable or war has brought confusion to the normal hfe. At
such a moment the multitude turns on 1ts rulers and demands to know
why they have failed in their task, and where it may look for salva-
tion. Then the scriptures are searched for signs and portents and the
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myth-maker 15 hailed as the saviour. He may have been long dead.
He may, like Rousseau and Hegel and Marx, have evolved hs myths
from s mner consciousness without contact with government or
politics ; he may have died peacefully 1n hus bed with no presentiment
of the nature of the explosive which he was bequeathing to a sub-
sequent gencration ; his myth might, like scores of other myths,
have remained cold and dead, if some nse in the temperature had not
brought 1t to 1ts flash-point. But when that point is reached, it is
not its truth or falsity but its emotional appeal which causes it to
explode. It was not true that men were born free and were after~
wards enslaved, but to assert it as a fact was to kindle 2 multtude to
the belief that they were in chains which they had the power, 1if they
had the will, to strike off. It was not true that capitalism had created
poverty, but to proclaim it as unquestionable truth was to arouse
millions of poor men to a sense of their poverty, and concentrate
their anger on sinful men called capitalists. It was a fantastic notion
that the German State or any other embodied the “ divine 1dea,” but
only by getting it believed could the totalitarian State be presented as
an object of worship. It needs both courage and egotism, such as
only a few of the great myth-makers have possessed, to take 2 myth
and declare it to be the truth and the only truth. But this is essential
if it is to perform 1its purpose. The author of the myth and his
followers must be as men possessed, and the appearance on their
territory of a counter-myth must rouse them to a fury of persecu-
tion. Then and then only will fanaticism do 1ts perfect work. It
may hereafter be said that the first half of the twentieth century was
the age of political, just as the first half of the sixteenth century was
that of religious, fanaticism.
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CHAPTER XXXVI

THE AGE OF THE IDEOLOGUES—FASCISM AND
NAZISM

I

I HAVE spoken about the parentage of Fascism and Nazism, but
something more remans to be said about their modern develop-
ments.

These had 2 Russian source. Bolshevism was no mere local re-
volution. It clamed to be a universal doctrmme of salvation to be
preached by missionaries who, like the Christian Apostles, were to go
outinto all the world. Openly and deliberately the Soviet Government
avowed its intention to undermine the Governments of 1ts capitalist
neighbours by stirring up disaffection in their countries and seducing
soldiers and salors from their allegiance. Its organization, the
Comintern, was the nearest approach to the Society of Jesus seen 1n
modern times, and it worked by the same combination of secrecy
and advertisement as made that famous religious order both feared
and hated. Its general intentions were openly proclaimed, its method
was the secret inoculation of the various bodies politic with the germ
or virus of its revolutionary creed. It was so orgamized that the
central authority could at the same time disavow responsibility for
its proceedings and continue to support 1t by liberal subsidies.

The fear of revolution was widespread m the years following the
Great War. Germany had had her own experience of it in the
upheaval which dethroned the Hohenzollerns ; most of the other
defeated countries were 1n a state of confusion which made a ready
soil for agitators and conspirators ; even the victorious were 1n the
difficult state of transition from war to peace and had large discon-
tented elements which were embittered by the failure of the promises
made to them during the war. The effort to set up Parliamentarism
on the British model in countries which had no expenence of that
form of government encountered unexpected difficulties, especially
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in the Succession States. In many countries Left-wing politicians
found it impossible to agree to the modest extent necessary to enable
them to co-operate in the keepmg of law and order.

Working on these conditions the Bolshevist propaganda had great
success 1n spreading the fear of revolution, but scarcely any 1 pro-
ducing revolution. Almost everywhere it came up agamst the fear of
disorder which in modern Europe, as formerly in ancient Greece, has
provided the opportunity for tyranny. Saviours of society began to
appear offering peace and secunity for life and property on condition
that the multitude placed 1tself in their hands and gave up the habit,
which had proved so fatal in the Liberal and democratic States, of
busyng themselves with politics and quarrelling about them. Let
them put themselves i the hands of a leader who knew how to keep
order and all would be well It has been much debated whether
Mussolini saved Italy from anarchy or whether the Parliamentarians
had done that before he appeared on the scene. The point is of no
great importance  What 1s certain 1s that from the year 1919 onwards
he successfully exploited the fear of anarchy and by a senies of clever
manceuvres obtained control of the armed power of the State, before
resistance had tume to develop.

Mussolini had the great advantage of being an ex-revolutionary
who knew the technique of revolution by heart. He decided that,
if having gained power he was to remam in power, he must, like
Lenin, have a theory which also could be preached as a gospel of
salvation. To the dictatorship of the proletariat he would oppose a
remncarnation in the Itaban people of the glory that was Rome sym-
bolized by the fasces, the bundle of rods with the axe projecting from
them—image of the power whereby crminals were scourged and
executed—that the lictors carried, like the mace-bearer preceding the
mayor, before the Consul when he walked in procession. Discipline
and obedience were now the watchwords equally of Bolshevism and
its rival, Fascism, but whereas the Bolshevist conceived of himself as
the agent of a world-wide revolution, the Fascist was to be the ardent
devotee of his own nation and fired with the ambition to restore what
he believed to be its hereditary Empire. Mussolni thus presented
himself not as a vulgar adventurer seeking power, but as a man of
destiny walking in the footsteps of the Imperial Cesars, who appeared
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in the nick of time to save his country from anarchy and lead it through
discipline and self~denial to 2 new glory.

The Greeks had said that tyranny was a suitable form of govern-
ment only for those who were by nature slaves, but thus dressed up 1t
was made to appear as the leadership of a great people reaching for-
ward to achievements worthy of them. By contrast Mussolini pamted
m the coarsest colours the plight of the unhappy peoples given over to
Parhamentarism and democratic anarchy. Liberalsm and lhberty
were “ rotting corpses,” Parliamentarism the effete supersution of a
brief and rapidly passing phase. Here he joined hands with the
Russian dictator of the proletariat, and audaciously borrowed from
him the pattern of the modern kind of totahtarian tyranny, that of an
executive claiming to control and regulate the whole of hfe. As in
Russta, so 1 Italy there was to be only one party, the party of the
dictator, and all opposition to it and criticism of it was to be branded
as treason and defeatism. As in Russia, so m Italy irreconcilable
opponents were to be * liquidated ™ ; in both countries alike strikes
and labour agitation were to be sternly suppressed, the free press to
be exterminated, and the public, as far as possible, protected from the
infection of foreign ideas. In both there was set up the immemorial
apparatus of despotism, the secret police, the informer, the spy,
seizure and 1mpnsonment, even death and exile, at the discretion of
the executive. As i Russia, so in Italy children were to be mstructed
n the new 1deology as soon as they began to lisp, and taught how to
carry arms before they were out of the nursery. In glowing rhetoric
the leader sang the praises of war and poured contempt on dotards
and weaklings who prated of peace. Cicero had said that though
other nations mught endure slavery, liberty was “the inalienable
possession of the Roman people.” In the modern Rome Mussolini
spoke of hiberty as an object of ridicule.

To the cool northern peoples 1t seemed incredible that crowds
should be roused to enthusiasm by the rhetoric in which the Itahan
leader indulged. They said that if any of their own pohticians should
venture to talk to them in this strain, they would conclude that he had
gone out of his mind. But Mussolini understood the southern tem-
perament of his own people and he knew exactly how to appeal to
them. There are touches of the nursery and the cmema in his pro-
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ceedings which claim our indulgence. It 1s even possible to believe
that he sometmes has his tongue m hus cheek. But as nme passed
and he stll remained 1n the saddle, 1t had to be admutted that he was
a man of great ability who had thought out every move in his game.
He next appeared as 2 social reformer with large and ambitious plans
for modernizing his ancient country.

Slums were demolished, great roads built, swamps drained, scien-
tific agriculture mntroduced. Trains were punctual ; beggars were
driven off the streets. The country was poor, but with strkes for-
bidden and labour at his disposal, much could be accomplished at
small cost. Travellers coming mto the country and speeding along
its new motor-roads concluded that miracles had been accomplished ;
and if a few shook their heads and lamented the defacement of the
Italy they knew, these were easily dismissed as sentumental laggards
behind the me.  Fascism took the wind out of the sails of democracy
by proclaimung 1tself to be modern and progressive beyond all other
progresstves. Nor could 1t be denied that a great deal of genuine
patniotism and zeal for the welfare of the country had been enlisted
m its service. There was much talk of 2 new form of government,
the “ corporative state ” providing through guilds and corporations
for the sclf-government of industry and commerce, subject to the
supreme control of the Duce. This was said to be the modemn sub-
stitute for Parliament, but what 1t did and how far it was permutced
to function was always very difficult to ascertam.

The Russians had had to borrow a prophet from Germany ; Musso-
lint found one m his own countryman, Machiavelli. He was a close
student—or so 1t was reported—not only of The Prince but of the
Discourses and Dispatches of the great Italian. From these he leamne
the ways of “ wheedling or destroying” his opponents, and the
necessity of rising above the common morality 1 the government of
States. Machiavell: 1 his Discourses had been specially urgent that
the leader who set about to restore a State should be in sole possession
of power and be careful that his authority should not be divided or the
prestige and glitter assoctated with it be shared by others. For the
sixteen years since he came to power no name but Mussolini’s has
ever been associated with the Irahan movement. The King remains
on 2 nomunal throne, but to all outward seeming in much the same

343

N



THE GOVERNMENT OF MANKIND

position as a Merovingian King when Charles Martel or Pepm was
Mayor of the Palace.!

In the free countries a crtical press affords their neighbours the
means of judging whether their forms of government give satisfac-
tion to their peoples. In the dictatorships this judgment has for some
years past depended on travellers’ tales or the reports of exiles and
fugitives. All such reports differ beyond reconciliation. According
to some, life in Italy 1s orderly and happy as never before ; the cheermng
crowds which follow the Duce and acclaim his speeches feel a genune
emotion ; the pomp and glitter of the regime, the shows so liberally
provided for them have enlivened their existence and given them
exactly what their southern temperaments need. Their free mstitu-
tions had never been popular or their politicians respected ; they have
felt no sense of loss and a very lively sense of gamn. According to
other reports, all this was on the surface ; the regime was but a ghe-
tening fagade. Behind 1t was poverty and discontent growing m
proportion as extravagance and foreign adventures exhausted the
wealth of the country and reduced 1ts standard of living. Fear and
suspicion, which reduced people to whispering in their own homes for
fear of spies and mformers, were said to be widespread ; the rich and
middle classes wondered whether they could have suffered more from
the anarchy from which the regime was supposed to have saved them
than from the appropriation of their property and mvestments prac-
tised under various disguses by these saviours. Distinguished men
were in exile and grim stories were told of the fate which had befallen
critics and suspects, of their sudden disappearance or consignment
without trial to the prison 1slands, even of being kidnapped or killed
on foreign soil.

The regime hardly took the trouble to deny these stories. These,
according to 1its theory, were the necessary methods of an efficient
exccutive. To let 1ts authority be questioned or its doctrine criticized
was a folly m which Liberals and sentimentalists might dulge, but
which no proud nation conscious of its destiny could afford. In the
totalitarian State minorties could be tolerated only on condition that
they kept their opinions to themselves.

1 An Itahan assures me that the King of Italy has much greater influence
than 15 commonly realized 1n foreign countries.
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2

There were now two great States practising the totalitarian doctrme
and enforcmng the subnussion of all to one leader and one party,
Within ten years a third was added to them, and liberty and democratic
government were now extinguished m half Europc.

The German Nazi Revolution had certain pomts in common with
the Itahan. Italy had been among the victorious nations in the Great
War, but she considered that she had suffered serious injustice 1n the
partition of the spoils. One of Mussolni’s most effective grounds of
appeal to lus countrymen was lus promise to obtan for them mn
other ways what his meffective Parllamentary predecessors had failed
to secure by negotiation at the Peace Conference. Sull more appeal-
ing was Hitler’s promise to restore Germany to her former proud
position after the years of disillusion and mortification following her
defeat 1n the war. Her former enemies had spared her no humilia-
ton ; her Parliamentarians had tamely accepted the intolerable 1dea
of “ treaty-fulfilment,” and chersshed vam dreams of reconciliation
with enemues to whom they owed nothing but revenge. A proud
people needed proud and defiant leadership. After long and skalful
underground preparation, Hitler came offering to play the part.

Whether he would have succeeded by the patriotuc appeal alone
may reasonably be doubted, but he too, hike Mussolini, had on his side
a widespread and genuine fear of Communism on which he and his
followers worked without scruple or remorse. This came to its
chmax in the firing of the Reichstag, which was inmediately pro-
claimed as having been the signal for a Red revolution which would
have destroyed the country if there had not been a strong man at hand
to quench the flames. Once more it was said that Parliamentarism
had proved unequal to dealing with anarchy, and the destruction of its
place of meeting appeared to millions of sumple people as a symbolic
event which, by an almost miraculous intervention in the nick of ume,
had cleared the ground for a new edifice.

Finally, Hitler, like Mussolini, had at his hand a2 head of the State
who was ready to play the same part as the King of Iraly, and
prepare the way for him at the critical moment. Hindenburg,
though greatly respected for his military achievements, was advanced
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m years and wholly without experience of politics conducted 1
Hitler’s way. Bemng a Junker and an extreme agrarnan Conservative,
he no doubt genumely believed m the imminence of 2 Communist
revolution.

The Communists, meanwhile, had contributed largely by making
difficulties for the other parties to prevent the success of Parliamen-
tanism m Germany. If in nothing else, Bolshevist, Fasaist, and Nazj
jomed hands in their detestation of Parhamentary government. All
ahike aimed at dictatorship of one kind or another. Their cry was all
or nothing. There was to be no party but their party ; no will but
their will.  Compromuse, adjustment, consideration for opponents and
critics were the resources of weaklings in doubt about their own aims
and principles. They had no doubts ; they knew the truth, and by
virtue of this mspiration claimed to control the entire hives of all their
fellow-citizens. Their States were totahtarian ; personal rights,
political liberuies, representative instituions had no place mn any of
them.

3

As in Russia and Italy, so agam m Germany the new institutions
were purely ideological. They owed nothing to custom and usage,
tme and growth. They were 2 compound of theories, instincts, and
intuitions whuch have been seething m the bramns of German meta-
physicians and theorists from the tme of Frederick the Great. No
other country has produced anything quite hike the literature of self~
assertion and self-admiration which, starung with Fichte, found
expression 1n a long series of German writers up to the eve of the Great
War. In composing his book, Mein Kampf, which 1s to the Nazi what
Das Capital is to the Communst, Hidler had an enormous mass of
matertal to draw upon, and the resulung product 1s rather what
theologians call a syncretism, borrowings from a great many different
sources, than an onginal mspiration. But m one respect he gives a
new trend to the doctrine.  He takes up and assigns a central position
to anti-Semitism as expounded by the Germamzed Englishman,
Houston Stewart Chamberlain, in his notorious book, The Foundations
of the Nineteenth Century, published 1 1901. In Hitler’s hands hatred
of Jews becomes not merely a fanaucism but a positive obsession.  The
Jews, i Hitler’s eyes, are the authors of all evil. They poison the
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race, they frustrate all honest politics ; even when they seem to be on
opposite sides, they are working together m the same underground
conspiracy to destroy the Genule world. The nch Jewish financier
is a Bolshevist i disgwise ; he is working on parallel lines with the
Moscow revolutionaries to substitute a soul-destroying internationalism
for the healthy and inspining hife of the race-pure natons. Even when
the argument seems to be proceeding to a cool and rational conclu-
sion, it is suddenly broken to drag in the Jew.

Anti-Judaism 15 thus the major premise of this extraordinary book.
From this starting-pownt Hitler proceeds to build up the hypothesis
of a pure race with which the Jew 1s n eternal enmity, as the powers of
darkness with the powers of hight. Hence the supposed “ Aryan ™
of whom Hitler gives an extremely confused and mconsistent account.
The Aryan, we are told 1n one of the earlier chapters, “ renounced the
purity of his own blood, and wath 1t his nght to stay in the Eden
which he had created for lumself. He sank, overwhelmed in the
muxang of races, and by degrees lost for ever hus capaaity for civiliza-
won untl he began to resemble the subjected aboriginal race more
than his father had done, both mn mind and body. For a time he
could still enjoy the blessings of civilization, but first indifference set
in, and finally oblivion.”  Yet this being who has been overwhelmed
in the mixing of races miraculously reappears in the subsequent chap-
ters as the mcarnation of human culture reaching perfection in the
modern German. By this nme the blameless Aryan has become a
necessary foil to the evil Jew, and imaginanon runs riot over the
superb physical and moral quahtes of this imaginary being and the
necessity of defending them by ruthless measures against the racial
poison of Judaism.

Once more we sec a myth commng suddenly to unexpected and
dangerous hfe. Comte de Gobincau, the Frenchman who was the
author of this myth! and Houston Stewart Chamberlam, his
disciple, who had transformed it into the gospel of an and-Jewish
German Nationalism, had come and gone, and their theories had
been treated as curiosities of lterature which would not bear
the scrutny of science or any serious examination. Chamberlam's

1 The Inequality of Human Races, by Count Arthur Gobineau, English trans.
by Oscar Levy.
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book especially, with its proof that Jesus Christ was not a Jew,! had
been denided almost everywhere outside Germany, but there, after
an mterval, 1t found the requisite conditions to convert 1t nto a high
explosive with shattering results. Under the mfluence of this fanat-
1cism Hitler effected a subtle change in the Hegelian doctrine which had
made the State an object of worship for its own sake. The State was
now the frame within which the race-pure nation sought self-expres-
sion, and it was this race-pure nation to which all service and devotion
were due. Men and women of the German race were to submt
themselves to physical culture, like Spartans m ancient times, in order
to be worthy of 1t ; they were to guard the blood from foreign, and
above all from Jewish, contamination ; they were to think with their
blood and not wath their brains—which for practical purposes seemed
to mean that they were not to think at all. Contempt for book-
learning and mtellectualism and unbounded belief in mob-oratory
and loud-speaking as the method of the leader are in fact expliait m
Hitler’s book.

With these emendations Nazism carried forward the old Prussian
doctrine of the State. “If,” says Hitler, “ we ask ourselves what the
forces are which make and mamntain States, we find that they come
under one single denomination : ability and readiness to sacnifice the
individual for the sake of the commumty.” It 1s admitted that m
order to imbue the mmdividual with readiness to sacrifice himself for
the community economuc measures must be taken to improve the
lot of the poor, hence in its own peculiar sense Nazism 1s also Socialism.
But subject to this, the stress is laid on force, ruthlessness, intolerance,
fanaticism, the absolute ascendency of one man, one party, one
doctrine, and the crushing out of any rival personalities or doctrines,
especially the deadly heresy of Parhamentarism. There 15s no need to
apologize for using violent expressions in describing this ideology, for
they are all used by Hutler himself and are evidently regarded by hum
as mdicating the qualities which distnguish his system from the weak
and inferior types of democracy and Parhamentansm. Again and
again he returns to the analogy of the Roman Church with 1ts Pope

1 The Foundations of the Nineteenth Century, by Houston Stewart Chamber-
lain, English trans , Vol. I, pp. 201 et seq.
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and 1ts infallible doctrine beyond argument or compromuse. That
and nothing short of 1t 1s the model for the government of States.

4

It does not appear to have been perceived at the beginning that this
doctrine was bound to bring the State mto conflict with religion.
But that, too, was the logical and necessary result of the totalitarian
theory which claimed supremacy for the State 1n all the activities of
Iife, regardless of the supposed distinction between secular and spiritual.
The totalitanian State required a special art, a special science, a special
law, and above all a special religion to correspond with 1ts ideology.
Within a very few months of the tumph of Nazism, the Hegelian
idea that the State should have a religion which expressed its attirude
to things in general (Weltanschauung) came to Ife, and busy brains
were at work devising a special ““ German Christianity " in conformity
with the race and blood doctrine and the moral and physical qualities
required by the State. The man object was to exclude from this
amended creed all that the Nazs regarded as weak and unvirile—the
cult of peace, humility, chanty, forbearance—in the commonly
accepted versions of the Christian religion, and to formulate a new
body of doctrine—a virile and patriotic national doctrme—in which
children were to be brought up. Chnstianity, like Communism, had
been an international doctrine ; and if it was to survive in Germany it
had to be a specifically German creed.

This brought the State mto conflict not only with the Roman
Church but with a small and stubbomn body of the Protestant Con-
fessional Churches which refused to accept the revised creed or to
pledge themselves to “ refrain from politics,” which meant to keep
silence about the persecution of the Jews and other un-Christian
activities, as they held them to be, of the German State. For the
rest of the world, this controversy was symbolized in the persecution
of Pastor Nieméller. Mullions m other countries saw being fought
out m the concentration camp in which this brave man was confined
the supreme question whether States were to be absolved from what
had hitherto been regarded as “ common Chrisnanuty,” that is frorg
the ideas of nght and wrong, justice and mercy which are held binding
between man and man.
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5

My purpose here 15 to examune the ideas behind the prevailing
European systems rather than to enter mto details about their methods
of government. 'These are hiable to so many changes and improvisa-
tions that almost anything that could be written at one moment 15
likely to be out of date before 1t is printed. In general 1t may be said
that we see Fascism and Commumism starting from different bases
but gradually converging on the same methods and conclusions.
Russia having exterminated her bourgeoss is obliged to set up an
offictal and managing class which i virtue of its better pay and
position gradually fills the position of the old middle class. At the
same time the necessity of paymng differential wages and bonuses to
workmen mn proportion to their skill and output leads to a new grading
of the proletariat which relegates the 1dea of a class-less society to a
dimmer and dimmer future. The control of the greater mdustnes,
formerly 1 the hands of capitalists, remains in the hands of the State,
but whether this can resist the tendency which elsewhere turns men
into caputalists in proportion as they are able to save is an unsettled
question.

In Italy and Germany revolunions which were intended to save
caputalists from the assaults of the proletariat resulted m placing them
more and more under the control of the State. In all these countries
*“ planning " became the watchword, planning spread over periods of
years, onginally with the intention of bringing order into the supposed
chaotic life of individual enterpnise by instituting great public works,
but gradually under stress of circumstances becoming more and more
concentrated on military purposes and the manufacture of armaments.
The extreme stress which the Fasaist ideologues laid on valour and
power as the measure of national greatess, their fear of Communism,
and the fear which they mspired 1n Communists led inevitably to this
result and eventually imvolved all the great Powers in a rumous
competion 1 armaments. State control grew tighter and less and
less scope was left to individual enterprise and private profit-seeking
as this siruation developed. Capitalists were heard saying that it
made litdle difference to them whether the system under which they
were working was called Communist or Fascist. At the same time
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the 1dea of autarky or self-sufficiency, to render States self-supporting
in ame of war and proof agamst the *sanctions ™ of the League of
Nations at other times, gained ground among the Fascist Powers.
In Germany especially immense ingenuity was spent in finding home-
made substitutes for imported products, and exchange control gave
the Government 2 tight grip upon foreign trade.

In these and other ways Europe in these years was moving farther
away from the 1dea of a family of nations helpmg to supply each
other’s needs and co-operatng for each other’s benefit. National
sovereignty was now pushed to lengths which forbade this reciprociy.

6

The 1deas on which Nazism 1s based are comparatively simple, but
since the new regime came to power a group of German jurists and
philosophers have elaborated them into a body of doctrine whach 15 as
mystical and obscure as the corresponding German product, the doc-
trnes of Marx. This also needs a bnef exammation, but that is no
easy matter, since many of the words used by these writers have no
exact equivalents i the English language, and some of their thoughts
seem to be beyond the reach of the English mind.

The Germans, like the Russians, claim to haye a “ constitution”
(Verfassung), though everything contamed in it seems to be the
negation of what an Englishman regards as “ constitutional.” The
Russian with 1ts apparatus of Councils and Parhaments,! presents the
same paradox, for the qualifications attached to it that there shall be
only one party and that opposition to 1t isa counter-revolutionary "
crime which may be punshed with death, seem to nullify everything
that an Englshman regards as Parllamentary and deliberative. But
whereas 1t 15 conceivable that if debates arise wthin the one party the
Russian apparatus may provide a bridge by which Russia may
return to Parliamentary government, no such possibiliy is left open
1n the German  Constitution.” That 15 said to close the door once
and for all upon any return to Liberalism or Parhamentarism. It is
declared without qualification that any sharmg of his responsibility

1 The constitution promulgated m 1936.
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by the Fuhrer with any deliberative body or any other authority
whatever is contrary to the National Socahst idea.

But the Fuhrer, we are asked to believe, is no ordinary despot
using his subjects as hus footstool. He 15 leader and spokesman of the
Volk—a German word which embraces both people and race, the
Germans outside as well as within Germany, and may be stretched to
cover all the peoples of Teutonic stock. The Volk 1s supposed to have
a subconscious collective soul or will which in a mystical way has
become embodied 1n the Fuhrer, who interprets 1t and gives 1t mfal-
Iible expression, just as the Pope nterprets the doctrine of the Catholic
Church. The English words “leader” and *leadership ” fail to
express this idea  Hitler 1s not, Itke Staln, a dictator, nor like Musso-
liny, the chief official of his State, and still less 1s he 1n our sense of the
word the mere leader of a National party. He is the mncarnation
of the Volk will and the Volk soul ; all the individuals composing the
Volk attain a mystical unity in lum and through hum ; he 1s the essence
of themselves, and loyalty and obedience to hum are therefore not
slavery or submussion to a tyrant but loyalty and obedience to them-
selves  Hegel started thus train of thought when he declared the State
to be “ the divine idea ” embracing and absorbing all 1ts members ;
the Nazi theonsts carry 1t a step farther and discover the divine idea
incarnated in one man.  “ Heil Hitler ” is no mere salute to an eminent
man : 1t 1s an mvocation of the soul of the race incarnate in him.

On one side the doctrine resembles Tibetan Lamaism, on another
it is pure British Hobbes. Let me revert to the famous passage from
the Leviathan quoted 1n a previous chapter :

By this authonty given him by every particular man n the Commonwealth
he hath the use of so much power and strength conferred on him, that by
terror thereof he 15 enabled to form the waills of them all, to peace at home and
mutual a1d agamst their enemies abroad. And m lum consisteth the essence
of the Commonwealth which (to define it) 15 One person, of whose acts a
multitude, by mutual covenants one with another, have made themselves
every one the author, to the end that he may use the strength and rheans of
them all, as he shall think expedient, for their peace and common defence.

And he that carrieth this Person 1s called Sovereign, and said to have Sovereign
power ; and everyone besides hus subject 1

1 See supra, p. 247.
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Substitute ““ Volk ” for *“ Commonwealth” in this passage, and
we have exactly the Nazi doctrine of the Fithrer. In him consisteth
the essence of the Volk. To lum by authority of the Volk has been
given so much power and strength that by * terror thereof he is
enabled to form the will of them all.” Just as the supposed contract
between the multitude and Hobbes’s Sovereign 1s 1rrevocable, when
once made, so 1s the contract between Volk and Fiihrer. If the people
were to repent and depose him by plebiscite, the leader could overnide
their repentance and continue m office. He defends, if need be,
“ the objective 1dea of the nation against the subjective arbitrary will
of mistaken popular opinion.”” He may hold an election, but if so,
the object is only to give him a vote of confidence and strengthen his
hands in foreign affairs.! If the people should go against him he
would not be bound by the result. He could carry out a measure
which they condemned and override a measure which they approved.
He 1s * the supreme Judge of the German people,” and judges are of
necessity subject to his will, since it “ expresses the supreme law of
justice.” 2 The rights of individuals as lad down i the Liberal
‘Weimnar Constitution are, therefore, not, as the supreme Court appears
to have assumed in the early days of the new regime, merely suspended
for the time being, but abolished for all time, since they are not com-
patible with the new national philosophy It follows that the indi-
vidual’s right to Iiberty in his relation to the State was extinguished

1 All these ideas will be found elaborately set out by Prof. Huber 1 his
book Verfassung, which ranks as an authoritative exposition of Nazi doctrine.
According to Huber (Verfassung: p. 95) elections take place i Nazi Germany
only to show the unity *zwischen dem 1m Fiihrer verkSrperten objecaven
Volkswillen und der m den Volksangeh&rigen lebendigen subjectiven Volks-
ﬁbcmuﬁung » (between the objective people’s wall embodied in the Fiihrer
and the living subjective race~conviction belonging to the people). )

2 This idea of a new kind of justice called ** revolutionary justice,” which
was not to secure Justice for the indrvidual or to prorcct lum from wrong, but
to promote the interests of the * revolutionary State,” was first heard of during
the notorious Russian trials, In the Naz literature it 1s definitely Laid down
as the new principle of German Jaw. Thus in virtue of hus supremacy over
lawandhisguar£amhip of the National Socialist 1dea, the Fidhrer was exer-
cising 2 power belongmg to him when he confined Pastor Niemsller m a
Concentration Camp after his acquiteal by a jury.
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with the tnumph of National Socialism, for *all such liberties are
irreconailable with the principles of the national (vlkisch) Reich.”
Naz1 lawyers are agreed that there 1s no mndividual freedom which the
State 1s bound to respect. The individual, they lay down, * has no
nghts apart from his function as part of the State.” In the Nazi
State “ there are no 1solated individuals, only community members
who are organic parts of the whole, who are included 1 the totality
of the political nation and united in its common operations as parts of
the whole.” 1 Simularly the individual cannot be permutted to go his
own wilful way mn art, literature or science.  All activity 1n any of these
spheres must conform to the Nazi philosophy of life as interpreted by
the leader. The German writers ransack the language to find words
which will express their sense of the leader’s power. It is exclusive,
original, umversal, iresistible, independent, inalienable and unre-
stricted.

The 1dea of an infallible Sovereign for whom law is superfluous,
which Plato broached i the Politicus but abandoned in the Laws,
here comes to life and obtains an even wider extension than any con-
templated by exponents of the Divine right of Kings in Tudor, Stuart
or Restoration England.

7

Difficult as it may be for an Englishman to understand this doctrine
he would regard 1t as concerning only the Germany people and its
ruler, 1f 1t were not for a certamn vagueness about the boundaries within
which 1t 1s supposed to operate. Apparently 1t is an integral part of
the German theory that all Germans, wherever they are domiciled,
owe an allegiance to something variously described as the German
Volk or the * greater Germany,” expressions which may be expanded
to take 1n almost any * Nordic ” race. But if so, Germans hving
abroad would be playng precisely the part that the German himself
attributes to the Jews—they would form a nation within other nations,
and, m virtue of the loyalty which they owed to their Volk, be under

1 Verfassung, p. 213. See also on thus subject, Carl Schnutt, Staat, Bewegung,
Volk ; Hemz Brauwetler, Sozialverwaltung. For critical examinations of Nazi
philosophy, Unto Ceesar by F. A. Voigt, and Aurel Kolnar’s, The War Against
the West are invaluable studies.
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an obligation to work for 1ts interests, when these clashed with or werc
hostile to those of their adopted country. It would be grossly unfair
to suppose that all Germans hving in foreign countries are infected
with this 1dea, but enough have proclaimed themselves ardent converts
to it to produce unrest over a wide area.

There could hardly be a greater complication than ths of the already
difficult minonty problems of Europe, for 1t inevitably makes other
Governments reluctant to cede the autonomy or self~determunation
which would otherwise be the natural solution for all racial blocs.

To this I think 1t must be added that the adoption of absoluusm by
any member of the famly of nations is 2 matter of concern to 1ts
neighbours  An Englishman with hus history and tradicions behind
him, finds 1t extremely difficult to realise that a great modern nation
can place itself absolutely at the mercy of one man, and strip wself
bare of all the guarantees agamnst tyranny and misgovernment, all the
correctives to human infirnuty and failure of judgment, which other
nattons have evolved through centuries of experience  Bur this
agamn he would say was a matter for the German people to deaide, if
it were not that m all questions of mternational policy they were
exposing their neighbours to the same hazards as themselves.  History
shows nothing quite like the spectacle of all Europe hanging on the
lips of Herr Hitler and waiting m suspense while he decides the
question of war and peace for them all. A new and incalculable
element seems suddenly to have entered into the affairs of nations when
not even his own offictals and emussartes are able to predict the mind of
the ““leader.”

As one reads on into the hterature of both Marxism and Nazism
the suspicion grows that much of 1t represents a combination of
philosophers who know nothing about politics and poliricians who
know less about philosophy. There are times when mystagogue and
demagogue seem to be engaged in a deliberate conspiracy to cover
obvious facts and purposes with 2 cloud of murky speculation in wh'ich
nght -and wrong, good and evil, generous ideals, and overreaching
ambitions, are all dissolved into a nebulous gas. It seems to me
probable that when posterity comes to judge the events of these imes
1t will make short work of this mystificacion, and retum to simple
judgments based on the ordinary motives of human action.

355



THE GOVERNMENT OF MANKIND
8

In the year 1936 a traveller who had visited Moscow, Berlin and
Rome in successive weeks returned saying that the three Dictatorships
were bemng carried in each country on the shoulders of two million
enthusastic young people, and that this enthusiasm waned rapidly as
they advanced 1n years. It 1s 1 any case a fact that the secret of the
dictatorships has consisted largely in their appeal to the young.
Beyond doubt m all three countries the ideologies have inspired young
people with a zeal for service and sacrifice which in itself 1s altogether
admirable and worthy of imutation 1n the free countries. How far
this will survive when the mystical aura with which the new doctrines
have been surrounded by skilful propaganda fades mto the light of
common day, and how far any of the dictators are in a position to
found permanent dynasties or to put their institutions on a basis which
will dispense with terrorism as the foundation of government are
questions which only the future can answer.

But in the meantime these 1deologes have closed the door on most
of the questions discussed in this book. Whether there is a social
contract, whether men have nights, whether there is a law of nature,
a law of God, a law of conscience does not concern those who profess
these faiths. They proclaim simply that they are a law unto them-
selves,
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CHAPTER XXXVII
RETROSPECT AND PROSPECT

I

N endless adventure, trial and error all the way, unceasing
experiments with intractable matenal ; hberty and authority,
cruelty and humanity, 1dealism and expediency, reason and emotion,
prose and poetry in eternal conflict; prophecy perpetually baffled
by the unexpected and the unpredictable—this, at the end of it all,
1s the appearance which hustory presents.

The vistbility is bad ; the hights flicker in gloom and fog. But
lights there are, and by degrees we become aware of principles
struggling to find expression, moral judgments fighting against
cynical conclusions, the prophetic soul of the wide world dreaming of
things to come. What we are reading is, according to our moods,
the march of history, the pageant of great events, the martyrdom
of man, the ascent of man, a tale told by an idiot, a tragedy, 2
comedy, even a farce. It is, above all, unfimshed.

Here 15 one of the principal difficulties of historic judgments, Being
without a time-scale we have no idea of a whole against which to
measure the significance of any part. Yet the same events must
assume quite different proportions according as we consider them to
be a large part or only an infinitesimal fraction of the life of man on
this planet. Is civilization very old or very young? Is uts recent
hustory the record of an infantile stage, 2 mature stage, or a decrepit
stage ? Are its ups and downs, the rise and fall of its dynasties and
empires, just phases of chuldish disorders, or are they periodic move-
ments 1n a fore-ordained cycle of growth and decay approaching its
conclusion ?

A hundred years ago it was generally belicved thar the human story
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began with the creation of Adam and Eve, which was placed about
4000 B.C., and would end at no very remote date with the Second
Coming of Christ.  'We now have reason to suppose that some human
or sub-human species was m existence a mullion years ago ; and if the
neolithic age may be regarded as the begnning of organized com-
munuty hife, that may be traced back some twenty or thirty thousand
years. Looking mto the future, astronomers encourage us to think
that the earth will m some fashion be habitable for millions of years.
At this pownt the chief doubt is whether 1ce-ages will recur, and if
so, whether they will agamn break the continuity of human Iife on
earth, as they are supposed to have done 1n the past. One estimate
places the present epoch about mid-way between two ice-ages, with
fifteen thousand years on either side. Thus is pure speculation, but 1f
another 1ce-age comes, the means which science has provided of making
tropical regions habitable and the greater mobility ensured by aircraft
and modern ocean transport will probably enable human bengs to
divide their tme between different climates, and make far greater
spaces available for habitation. If the ice-cap came down on Europe,
the centre of civilization would probably shift to Aftica or Asia, but
with the means we now have of transmutting the records of the past,
there would be no such breach between past and present as was caused
by the previous ice-ages. Short of some astronomical cataclysm,
such as collisions with stars from the outer universe, a sudden increase
m solar combustion, or the ke, we may think of human existence
continuing 1n some sort mto the depths of astronomucal time.
Whatever imit we place on 1t, the extension of time 1n the thought
of the present generation is enormous, and one of 1ts effects is or ought
to be to make us take modest views about what are called the teachings
of history. The recorded hustory of civilized man, 1f in that we include
what can be pieced together from the earhest inscriptions or remains of
aty life in Mesopotamia, Egypt, or elsewhere, covers at most some
7000 years. Almost everywhere the digger strikes the Stone age
the seventh millennium backward from the present time. A hundred
men living seventy years each, one after another, would stretch over
the whole period of cvihzed hfe. The backward Lt may be
extended a little by further exploranon, but that would be of small
importance. Whether the period 1s seven thousand, eight thousand,
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or ten thousand years, it is but a drop in the ocean of time which
science contemplates as awaiting the evolution of mankind on the earth,
If we bear this thought in mund, we shall take a cool estimate of the
claims of all theonsts to have discovered from this brief experience
laws or cycles determining the fate of man and the future course of his
history. Judged as veridical predicuons, they are worth about as
much as the horoscopes of medizval astrologers.

2

But while keeping this sobering thought in mind, can we also resist
the discouraging idea that human effort goes to waste in some gulf
of etermity ? Each generanion appears to have thought of its own
period as 1 some sense a culminating point i existence, and to have
regarded 1ts past as immemorial antquity. Yet, looking back, we
see all the periods and all the antiquities in a historical perspective
which diminushes the spaces between them as they approach their
vanishing-point on the horizon. It is natural to ask, are we too in
our generation to pass into this dwindling perspective and so to our
vanishing-point on the horizon »  Somehow the historian has to keep
the balance between the conceit which tempts him to suppose that
he can deduce the laws of all time and all existence from a survey of
the relatively brief past, and the pessmism which concludes that
human endeavour 1 the brief space of mortal life can be of no avail
agamnst the immensities and etermties.

I think we are helped in this respect if we try to restore the spaces
of the vanishing perspective and see them m their relanon to one
another—see them, so to speak, m the flat, as on 2 map. Looking
at such a map we see that the whole Christian era occupies not much
more than half the space occupied by the history of ancient Egypt.
We understand what is meant when it 1s said that to Moses and the
Israelites 1n Egypt the Pyramids were as much ancient monuments as
the Parthenon is to us. Similarly, the people of Crete lived a vivid
and highly aivilized life—of which we know nothing except what the
spade of the digger has revealed to us—for a longer period than from
the Norman Conquest to the present time. Again, in our own
history-books the Roman occupation of Britain passes in a flash, yet
on our map 1t fills as large a space as from the accession of James I
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to the present tme. A Bntish-Roman living i the muddle of the
fourth century A.p., and enjoying the settled life of town, villa, or
village as 1t was at that time could not have conceived of the coun;
having any future except as a Roman dommion. He would have
measured past and present by events which have utterly vanished from
our ken. Many of the older villas would have been as venerable to
him as Elizabethan manors are to us; temples and publc buildings
would have been grey and weather-worn ; towns would have had
their history and local traditions, their rolls of honour and pubhc
service gomng back over centuries. It would not have occurred to
him that all this was presently to be swept away by a returning tide of
barbanism, stll less that lus litde capital by the Thames was one day
to be the greatest aity mn the world, and the centre of an Empire on
which the sun never set.

A few chance measurements of this kind help to give us an idea
both of duration and of transience as measured in history. Inthe
backward view whole generations, even centuries seem to be swept
past like straws on the rolling stream ; but each thinks of itself as
steering a stately course in a great ship. There 1 no inconsistency
between the two thoughts. Our share m the great movement may
be undiscoverable, but for us 1t has mtrmsic value which 1s not dimin~
ished by the immensity of the whole. Science and religion join hands
in teaching that life has an end outside 1tself and beyond the conscious
thought of any living generauon, whether of individuals or States.
Bur this does not prevent us from holding that each has a value
wself and for itself which may fitly be called eternal. Are not twe
sparrows sold for a farthing ? and one of them shall not fall on the
ground without your Father.

3
Is there any reality in the idea of progress ? Students, like the late
Professor Bury, have traced 1t back to political theonsts and found it
in the works of French wrnters—Bodin, Le Roy, Fontenelle, the
Abbé de Samt-Pierre, Condorcet, etc —and so come to the conclusion
that 1t is manly a legacy from French writers who handed 1t on to the
Enghsh Utlitarians. I cannot think that the truth on this matter is
to be found within the covers of any books. The denial of progress is
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not so much cynical as irrational. If, wath all 1ts imperfections, Iife
as 1t 18 now 1s not 1 some intelligible sense better than the life of cave
men, the words ““better” and “ worse” have no meammng. To
make pessimism about progress even plausible we have to blot out all
that human ingenuity has added to the conveniences and amenities
of life, all that science has achieved m the conquest of nature, all that
imagination has created in art and literature, all that thinking has
contributed to the enlargement of men’s minds and their ideas of
God and the umverse. There 15 no doubt about the advance from
savagery to the present relative state of civilizanon and no ground
for doubting that the same process will continue. Each age has its
characteristic vartues and vices, its specal forms of reaction and
relapse. As the possibilities of good are enlarged so are the possibilities
of evil, but over any long space of time the stream of tendency 1s
towards what we understand by progress.

The essence of the 1dea of progress 1s that there should be some
standard of comparison by which an existng age judges its own
achievements and shortcomings. This 1s scarcely ever wanting in the
records of the past. As we look back there seems to have been almost
no time when the greater societtes did not compare themselves with
some 1deal outside themselves, something to which they could attamn,
or from which they might fall away, but which, in exther case, served
as a lamp to therr feet like the explicit modern idea of progress. The
Jew thinks of the comung of the Messiah, the Greek of the ideal
republic, the Roman of the reign of Satum, the Chrstian of the
Civitas Dei and the Holy Roman Empire, each m his own way seeking
the “ pattern lad up in heaven” to which an imperfect humanity
can only aspire.  So long as 2 community keeps before itself the viston
of 2 more perfect State 1t matters litcle whether 1t conceives it as some-
thing to be attained in the future or something from whach it has
fallen away and may with effort recover. In cither case, there is the
same dynamic element that we find in the modern idea of progress.!

History only becomes mrelligible if we think of human kind as
being driven forward by some such mner impulse. But the forward
movement, as we are often told, is 2 zig-zag and the oscillations accom-

1 See on this subject the author’s Public Life, 11, pp. 203—4.
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panying it are at times so severe as to threaten an almost complete
severance of the links with the past. In the last 150 years science has
made a greater breach with the past than 1s recorded m any previous
period of the world’s history. In certamn respects we are farther
removed from the eighteenth century than that century was from
Greek and Roman times. There are no analogies i history to the
great industrialised nations of modern times. There has never been
anything like the power of destroying and mamidating now m the
hands of the great Governments.

Romantics are heard sighing for an idealized past, yet, if they were
actually faced with it, very few would deliberately choose to go back
to the “ quet ” Iife before the machine age and cut themselves off
from the new things and the new thoughts—the varied and exciting
jostle of conveniences, nuisances, pleasures, pamns, and deformities—
with which science and mventiveness have enriched and defaced the
life of men in the subsequent years. With all the trouble and anxtety
of these times, 1t 1s still true to say that for immense numbers hife has
been happier and more varied and interesting than ever before m
the world’s hustory. Not that they have lived too late, but that they
have lived too soon 1s, I rather think, the complamnt of the keener
spurits 1 these days. They are conscious that they have fallen upon
a period which like no other in the history of the world has been
swept by an avalanche of new things which 1t has not had time to
assimilate and digest.

Such an age asks more urgently than any other, Is there anything
it can learn from the so-different past, any analogy between the great
modern industrial nations and the hittle city-states on which the
Greek philosophers, supposed to be the masters of political science,
based their theories? Between the Hebrew belief that nighteousness
exalteth a nation and the modern dictator’s conviction that physical
force is the measure of national greatness ? Or is the breach with the
past such that we must buwld agam from the beginnng—invert all
the values and virtues, as our forbears had learnt to regard them,
conceive the object of the State to be not the good life 1n peace, but
the dangerous and aggressive life 1n war, not the reconciliation of
different classes and interests, but the extermination of one class by
another, not the sober, godly, and righteous life of the Christian
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gospels, but the struggling of noble savages 1n a resuscieated paganism ?
In some countries we seem to see avilization suddenly turning upon
wself, or what 1t had supposed to be itself, and throwing on the
scrap-heap everything that hustory had regarded as its achievements.

4
We shall not argue our way out of the present confusion. If a
prediction may be hazarded, 1t is that the present phase wall be shorr
as history counts duration. So feverssh 2 departure from the normal
hife as we are wimessing in these times cannot be greatly prolonged,
whether 1t ends by eruption or exhaustion. In the meantime we may
usefully ask ourselves what 1s happening to certamn things that we
greatly value, and by what dangers they are chiefly threatened.
Liberty, for example, which from the age of the Greeks till now
nearly all mankind had agreed to be one of the chief ingredients of
happmess In past times men of all poliucal opinions have joined in
the praise of hiberty. Hear Cicero :

Other nations may submut to slavery. Liberty is the malienable posses-
sion of the Roman people.

Hear Bolmgbroke :

Now the greatest good of a people is thair liberty . . . hiberty is to the
collective body what health is to every individual body. Wachout health no
pleasure can be tasted by man ; without liberty no happiness can be enjoyed
by society.

So also said Dante :

Through freedom we have our happmess here as men, through it our
happiness elsewhere as gods.
So also Rousseau :

To renounce liberty is to renounce bemg a man, to surrender the rights
of humamity and even 1ts duties.

It is not the intellectual or theoretical attacks on hiberty which are th:

principal danger. These will only aval among nations which

have never enjoyed liberty. What has to be feared by others is the
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impulse of events which may dnve the free nations out of their course
1 the search for secunity and efficiency m a world Living i fear of war.

Abraham Lincoln said, on the eve of the American Civil War, that
the Unuted States could not be “ half slave and half free.” Whether
that condition is possible in Europe 1s one of the questions which
confronts us to-day. Can there be the open discussion of polcy, as
the free States demand, 1f diplomacy 1s manceuvring for position in the
next war, and Governments rely on the element of surprise to take
their opponents at a disadvantage ?  Can party pohitics and a free press
revealing all the mternal differences and difficulties 1n the free countries
continue unchecked if an absolute umity 1s imposed by discipline on the
unfree ? Can the concentration of wealth and human effort upon
preparations for war continue without destroyng all efforts to develop
the free life of peace and converting nations into armed camps with the
appropriate mulitary disciphne ? Is there any economic system, by
whatever name 1t is called, which will stand the strain? Then
finally, can any great war take place under modern conditions that
would not end in an anarchy m which freedom would perish in the
necessity of keeping order ?

In the meantime we see freedom threatened simultaneously on a
different but converging hne. That 1s by Sociahsts and others who,
with the benevolent intention of promoting social well-being, advocate
the ordering of hife in all 1ts principal activities by Governments instead
of by individuals 1n compention with one another. The word
“ planning ”* is now 1n favour with all parties in Great Britamn, but
not much thought has yet been given to the changes in the political
structure which 1t implies. In the extreme form mn which it is prac-
tised m the totalitartan States, whether Communist or Fascist, 1t 1s
necessarily fatal to hiberty. All these States have extinguished the
hiberties of the proletariat at the same time that they have brought the
bourgeois and capitalist under their control. The free workman with
his independent trade union passes from the scene at the same moment
as the private employer. The motive of private profit having been
eliminated, discipline and terrorism take its place.

Socialism and militarism more and more join hands as this situation
develops. The plans advocated by one party for military purposes
are almost identical with the plans advocated by another for social
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purposes. The militanized State and the socialized State are m the
end one and the same, and both are “ totalitartan.”

Ultimately the same question may present itself m world politics.
Can the world be half free and half despotic? Can free and loose
federations, such as the Brinsh Commonwealth, in which each unic
cherishes 1ts own sovereignty and is free to take its own course
foreign policy and n war, stand up agamst the despotically controlled
emprres 1n which the word of command comes from one centre ?

To answer these questions 1s beyond the scope of this book. I
will only say brmefly that in my view avilisation m any worthy
sense of the word 1s unthinkable without liberty, but that there are
certamn respects in which the free countries may have to modify
the technique of their governments in order to place themselves
on even terms with the unfree. No distaste for Communist or
Fascist ideologies should prevent us from profiting by what is admir-
able in their example of self-dedication to ideals. Some part of it
might with advantage be adapted to willing service in the free States.

By gradual adjustments, a state of society may be reached in which
the conflict between the two principles of liberty and authority will
disappear and the freedom of individual enterprise be reconciled with
the provision of a good standard of life for all cinzens. The socal
services and the various forms of insurance now adopted by the free
countries point the way in ths direction. Eventually the economic
structure may take on new forms which cannot be predicted at the
present time, but beside which our present beginnings may seem as
obsolete as medizval feudalism does to us. Industrialism is a recent
growth ; from its beginnings till now it has been in an unceasing
condition of change and experiment ; science is perpetually offenng
it new problems for which it has to find solutions. No limit need
be placed on speculation about its possible developments, but in the
light of hustory it is impossible to think of progress if liberty is extin-
guished.

The question of liberty comprehends all the other questions com-
monly raised about the structure of government. Democracy and
parliamentary government are based on freedom ; they are the
inscruments of a free people, and have no use or function in the
States in which liberty has been extingui
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5

As we look out on the world to-day, the importance of the emo-
tional and psychological factors is more and more brought home to
us. In the totalitarian States the appeal of the leaders 15 dehiberately
to feeling and not to reflecion. The citizen 15 to “ think with hus
blood ” and not with his bramn, which means that he is not to think
at all, as the free citizen counts thinking By incessant propaganda,
physical drill, military spectacles, and free entertainments, the emo-
tional pitch is rased to the pomt at which there 15 the least tempta-
tion to employ the intellect in thmking. Vast audiences listen m a
“ semi-hypnotic ” state to rhetoric which would be thought insanc
if addressed to a similar number of free people. One of the chief
difficulties of conducting foreign policy between the dictatorships and
the democracies is that one side 1s using the language of emotion and
the other appealing or endeavouring to appeal to reason.

Similarly most of the questions called economic are m large part
emotional. All economic analysis and experience 1s proving that
material progress can only be achieved by increase of production, and
that, even if it were possible, the redistribution of any existing wealth
would add very little to the average of mncomes. The unequal
distribution of this exisung wealth is, nevertheless, a great evil, since
it creates 2 sense of mjustice which immensely increases the difficulty
of government. If 1t has no other exustence, the class-war rages
funiously m the brains of keen and ambitious young men who see
their way blocked by poverty and unemployment, while the sons of
the favoured few are wasting wealth on sport and pleasure. They are
a mmority no doubt, but the kind of mmority which counts, and 1t1s 2
serious loss that they should be absorbed m bitter and destructve
thoughts instead of being enlisted in a posinve forward movement,
The cry of frustrated youth for leadership—leadership 1 any direc-
tion, even into the abyss—is one of the great facts in the world to-day ;
and, so far, the success of the dictatorships, whether Communist or
Fascist, has lain largely in their emotional response to 1t. One of the
problems before the Free States is whether they can be equally suc-
cessful 1 appealing to reason.

The same intangible psychological factor meets us at every tum
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when we come to the question of war and conquest. It can be proved
to demonstration that war must be destructive even to the victors ;
that conquests are liabilities rather than assets ; that colonies are of no
economic value to the Powers possessing them ; but all this makes no
impression upon the militant spirit. Merely to be uppermost, what-
ever the material profit or loss, 1s still the consuming desire of immense
numbers. The satsfaction of pride m winning and the hurt to pride
in losing a war, the loss of presuge m lowerng a flag or losing 2
colony, the defiant doctrine of race and blood, the desire for revenge
—these are motives which override all homespun arguments about
economic loss or gamn. The peace movement for the time bemng has
been reduced to the hope that the piling up of destructive armaments
may deter any peace-breaker from making the ternble cxperiment
of putting them to use. Itis, I believe, certain that, whether with or
without such an experiment, war will one day pass into desuetude
through a renewal of the humanitarian spint which will place it outside
the code of tolerable human behaviour. But at a time when militarists
sing the praises of war and paafists declare it to be disgraceful not to
fight for peace, it must be admitted that the prospect is overcast.

On any purely rational principles, it would seem that the preserva-
tion of Iife was the supreme object of individuals and governments.
If that were sincerely believed and acted upon, the business of govern-
ment would be immensely simplified. There would be few crimes
and no wars; armies would be unnecessary and police a luxury-
But there 15 apparendy nothing about which mankind or its rulers are
Jess convinced. Contempt for death is sull the most heroic and the
most dangerous of human qualities. Men kill withoue mercy when
their blood is up ; they risk their Lives without a thought for a flag,
or a ribbon, a lost cause, to rescue the drowning, to fetch a child
from 2 burning house, or a comrade from a fiery pit, to scale 2 moun-
tain, to break a record.

Any theory which assumes man to be a rational, self-regarding
amimal fails to reckon with that part of him which is mysdcal,
romantic, chivalrous, cruel, and savage. When all has been said that
ought to be about the material and economic factors that enter into
the lives of nations it is sull the dominance of ideas that is indelibly
printed on their history.
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be raised against Governments and political leaders claiming to be
exempt from the moral judgments umversally acknowledged by
men in their dealings with one another. The great experience of all
ages and all lands which has led man to form these judgments and
given them the sanction of religion and conscience will not be extn-
gushed in one generation. Religion may change s forms and
dogmas become outworn, but a destructive criacism will not prevail
aganst the nstincts of the whole human race about the conduct
which distinguishes it from the brutes.

A chuef part of the process of civilization has been a struggle to bring
the public morality into conformuty with what men hold to be nght
and just m their dealings with one another, or, if religious language
may be used, m conformuty with the golden rule and the law of love.
So it will continue. We may admut that the judgment of one age
upon historic wrong and right has often been reversed by another,
and that in the imperfect conditons of human hfe 1t often seems
impossible to do right to one class or one nation without doing mjus-
tice to another. The quest of justice is beset by endless pitfalls. But
if we infer from this that there are no standards of right and wrong,
no reality to which the human effort corresponds, we are in literal
truth in the state which the Apostle described as “ without God in the
world.”

Three-fourths of all history is the story of the entanglement of
religion and politics. In the beginning king and priest are 1dentical
and government is charged with the administration of temples and
rehgious rites. Like the Pharaohs before hum, the Roman Emperor
is both divinity and high-priest ; the test of orthodoxy in politics
and m rehigion 1s willingness to burn incense at hus shrine. "In the
next stage government and religion are in a parmership in which
each tries to master the other and neither succeeds. The struggle
contmues in our own modern and scientific age. One State dendes
God ; another secks to remake God in its own image ; a third invents
a scientific formula and proposes it as a substitute for God.. Lenin
said that every revolution needed a theory ; it is not less true that
every State has needed and still needs a religion. To abolish, to annex,
or to transform religion has been the effort of all the advanced Govern-
ments of our own time. None can keep God out of 1ts account.
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The Communist who abolishes the religious heaven finds himself
under the necessity of deifying his leaders and inventing a proletariat
millenmum which 1s more mythical than any religious myth.

All who write about the State or reflect upon the art of govern~
ment are under the same necessity. To make sense of their story,
they must discover some thread of purpose running through it.
However stained with crime and folly it may be, it is the story of the
ascent of man from savage beginnings to an imperfect civilization.
Through all backslidings we see man clinging to the belief that right
and wrong, truth and falsehood are realities which correspond to the
divine nature of things. Why alone of the animals he has this belief,
what 1mpulse set him on a road so different from that followed by
other living creatures, whence comes the inner prompting which he
calls conscience or his unquenchable mstinct for admiring, hoping,
loving—these are mysteries which, when science and philosophy have
said their last word, can only be penetrated by the eye of faith. It
1s imposstble to believe that any Government or system of government
which, on the plea of public necessity, so*s itse'f against the grent humar
judgments of what 1s ight and wrong between men and men wull be
of long duration.
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